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ABSTRACT
Parent Perceptions Of Actual and Ideal Levels 
of Involvement In Decision Making 
in T en n essee  Elementary Schools 
by
John R. Clark, Jr.
The problem of this study w as to determ ine differences 
betw een paren t perceptions of the actual and Ideal am ounts of 
involvem ent of paren ts, teach e rs  and principals In decision-m aking 
at the  elem entary school level. This study w as conducted In 
conjunction with two parallel s tud ies  tha t considered  principal and  
teacher perceptions with the sam e hypotheses. The last chap ter 
(six) p resen ts a  sum m ary with conclusions and recom m endations of 
all th ree  stud ies.
A questionnaire, designed  to exam ine paren t perceptions of the 
actual and  the ideal levels of involvement of teachers, paren ts, and 
principal in decision making in elem entary schools in the a re a s  of 
budget, personnel, and  curriculum, w as distributed to 1325 paren ts 
of elem entary school children in East T ennessee . Five hundred three 
parents (38%) responded.
B ased  on the  significant differences found, the  conclusion w as 
derived that paren ts desire  m ore active involvement in decision 
making at the elem entary school level for them selves and  for the 
o ther stakeho lders .
R ecom m endations were m ade for improvement in the 
decision-m aking structure a t the  elem entary  school level and  for 
further study.
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CHAPTER 1 
Introduction
The need  to reform the American public educational system  
w as acknow ledged throughout the country during the  p ast 20 years; 
indeed, education w as assa iled  from m any directions, including from 
th a t of professional educa to rs them selves, for its failures. Typical 
w as the landm ark study by the National Commission on Excellence In 
Education, A Nation At Risk, which su g g ested  standard iza tion  of 
curriculum, im provem ent of te s t sco res , and  im provem ent of 
te a ch e r perform ance a s  ch an g es n ecessa ry  to revolutionize practice 
and  provide for a  be tter education for all of Am erica’s  children. 
O thers looked beyond the educational system  to American society 
itself for rea so n s  for failure. D espite its “sanctim onious 
...handw ringing over still an o th er 'education  crisis’," political 
scientist Benjamin Barber (1993, p. 40) observed  in society a 
pervasive hypocrisy that epitom ized the  true nature of the crisis, 
for the  nation’s  "sm art kids learn ...that it is much m ore im portant 
to h eed  w hat society teach es  implicitly by its d e ed s  and reward 
struc tu res than  what school teach es  explicitly in its lesson  plans 
and civic serm ons" (p. 41). Along with the "deeds” and
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“rew ard s tru c tu res” readily m astered  by the  nation 's children, 
B arber included ambition, g reed , m aterialism , acqu isitiveness, 
su ccess , and  comm ercialization (p. 42). Beyond such pervasive 
m odels so  aptly internalized by children, Barber saw  an even  more 
fundam ental sou rce  for the  education crisis; Mit stem [m ed] from a  
dearth  of dem ocracy; an ab sen ce  of dem ocratic will and  a  
consequen t refusal to take ...children, ...schools, and 
...[the nation’s] future seriously" (p. 45).
Within the  ranks of the public education system  itself, which 
did take  seriously  Its livelihood of children and schools, initial 
reform efforts focused  on centralized, bureaucratic  p rogram s 
(Vaiesky, Forsythe & Hall, 1990). In the "second wave” of school 
reform, school m anagem ent becam e an increased  focus (Clark, 1990, 
p.2). Traditional school m anagem ent m ethods were viewed a s  not 
allowing the deg ree  of stakeholder participation n e ce ssa ry  to 
provide a  shared  vision and g rea ter opportunities for su ccess . Many 
s ta te s  considered  som e form of participatory decision-m aking that 
increased  stakeholder participation and m oved the decision-m aking 
p ro cess  c loser to w here decision Im plementation occurred. The call 
for g rea te r decentralization and sh a red  participation in m anagem en t 
of schools focused  upon the  Individual school a s  the place to be 
changed  and upon those associated  with the school a s  the persons to
3
effect the change (Goodlad, 1984).
Although this decision-making p rocess w as known by many 
nam es, School-Based Decision Making (SBDM) seem ed  the  m ost 
comm on and m ost descriptive title. Valesky, Forthsythe, and  Hall 
(1992) suggested  that SBDM provided an increase  in the authority of 
the  individual school site. This authority included budget decisions, 
personnel decisions, and  curriculum decisions.
Since all forms of shared  decision making were evolving 
p ro c e sse s  and not im m ediate solutions, no single “right” way w as 
estab lished  for school-based  m anagem ent or sh a red  decision making 
to work (National PTA, 1991). Rather, b ecau se  m any schools used  
sh a red  decision-making m odels such a s  SBDM in different 
community settings, m any working m odels, each  with its own se t of 
goals, bylaws, m em bership, guidelines, and scope of 
responsibilities, existed. Most SBDM m odels included, however, 
school site councils com posed  of school staff, paren ts, and 
community leaders who ass is ted  in the governing of the school 
(Valesky, Forthsythe, Hail, 1992). This som ew hat radical approach  
to school-level decision making assu m ed  that ail parties involved in 
the  decision-making p rocess wished to be actively involved and  had 
sufficient knowledge of the schoo l's  mission to be able to function 
to the benefit of the school organization. B ecause no single, clear
model of SBDM w as widely accepted , the range of decisions and 
pow ers of the councils varied dram atically from one school site  to 
another.
Since T en n essee  through the  Better Education Program  
legislation encouraged SBDM or som e form of shared  decision 
making, and paren ts and  community m em bers w ere certain to be 
actively involved in the process, more d a ta  were clearly needed  to 
determ ine w hether the school-based  decision-m aking p rocess , and 
particularly sh a red  decision-m aking responsib ilities inclusive in 
that p rocess, worked effectively to m ake schools better. Even 
though a  given school w as not overtly characterized a s  employing 
SBDM, a  shared  decision-making structure might well have existed . 
A thorough investigation into the actual levels of participation in 
school decision making by all these  groups w as needed, a s  was an  
investigation to determ ine the ideal level of participation in order 
to m ake schools more effective. For the purpose of exploring 
levels of shared  decision making, this study focused on parent and 
com m unity involvem ent, specifically in the  decision-m aking 
p rocess, a t the  local school level.
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Statement ef the___ Problem
A difference betw een paren t perceptions of the actual am ount 
and ideal am ount of involvement that paren ts, teach e rs  and 
principals had In decision making at the elem entary  school level 
appeared  to  be p resent, but the extent of that difference w as not 
known.
Purpose of the Study
The primary purpose of this study w as to identify the extent 
to which p aren ts w ere involved in the school level decision-m aking 
p ro cess  and com pare that involvement to the extent of involvem ent 
th a t the paren ts felt n ecessa ry  In order to m ake schools effective. 
This determ ination w as n ecessa ry  for planning to effectively 
involve paren ts in decision making in the future.
Significance of the Study
Reform ers believed that participatory decision making w as an 
im portant m ovem ent in school m anagem ent reform. Many stud ies 
a sso c ia ted  with the reform m ovem ent called for a  be tter balance 
betw een centralized and decentralized m anagem ent of American 
public schools. Many authors were also concerned that the move 
toward SBDM or shared  decision making, by pushing too far in the 
direction of school autonom y, created  a reaction and forced the
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m anagem ent pendulum  to swing back toward centralization. O ne 
purpose of this study w as to determ ine If through the  formalization 
of the p ro cess  itself that led to SBDM, such extrem e vacillation 
betw een types of school m anagem ent could perhaps be  avoided. 
Further, if the SBDM process in fact succeeded  in making schools 
m ore effective, an understanding of the  function of all stakeho lders 
in it, including paren ts, w as a  necessity . For this reason , empirical 
d a ta  w ere needed  to determ ine the extent to which p a ren ts  were 
involved in decision making and how that involvement could reach  an 
ideal level. If more parent involvement In decision making had 
potential to improve schools, then system atic a sse ssm e n t of the 
actual and  ideal s ta tu s  of their involvement w as n ecessa ry  to 
stabilize their role in the SBDM process and  to allow it to function 
a s  a  productive tool in true school reform.
H ypotheses
The following hypotheses, s ta ted  in the research  format, w ere 
developed to guide this study.
H^: A significant difference exists betw een paren ts ' 
perceptions of the actual and  ideal am ounts of involvem ent tea ch e rs  
should have in the budgetary p rocess in elem entary schools.
A significant difference exists betw een paren ts ' 
perceptions of the  actual and ideal am ounts of involvement they 
should have in the budgetary p rocess in elem entary schools.
Hg: A significant difference exists betw een paren ts ' 
perceptions of the  actual and ideal am ounts of involvement 
principals should have in the budgetary p ro cess  in elem entary 
sch o o ls .
H4 : A significant difference exists betw een paren ts ' 
perceptions of the  actual and  ideal am ounts of involvement tea ch e rs  
should have regarding personnel decisions in elem entary  schools.
H5 : A significant difference exists betw een  paren ts ' 
perceptions of the actual and ideal am ounts of involvement they 
should have regarding personnel decisions in elem entary schools.
Hq : A significant difference ex ists betw een paren ts ' 
perceptions of the  actual and ideal am ounts of involvement 
principals should have regarding personnel decisions in e lem entary  
schools.
H^: A significant difference exists betw een parents* 
perceptions of the  actual and ideal am ounts of involvement tea ch e rs  
should  have in curricular decisions in elem entary schools.
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Hg: A significant difference exists betw een paren ts ' 
perceptions of the  actual and ideal am ounts of involvem ent they 
should have in curricular decisions in elem entary  schools.
Hg: A significant difference exists betw een paren ts ' 
perceptions of the  actual and ideal am ounts of involvement 
principals should have in curricular decisions in e lem entary  schools.
A ssu m p tio n s
T hese  assum ptions were recognized a s  fundam ental to the 
study:
1. All schools have som e level of parent involvement in 
decision making, and that level can be a sse sse d .
2. A reas and d eg rees of involvement in school level decision­
making councils vary from school to school.
3. The ideal level of participation of teachers, paren ts, and 
principals in decision making can be determ ined through a  careful 
review of available literature com bined with a  system atic  survey 
of an  identified sam ple of paren ts, teach e rs , and principals.
4. A valid and  reliable instrument can be developed and  tested  
to obtain information from paren ts , Including item s that allowed 
paren ts to identify levels of parent, teacher, and principal 
involvem ent in decision making, and  to draw inferences about
9
decisional equilibrium for teachers , principals, and p aren ts in 
decision making.
5. P aren t have a  vested  interest in the education of their 
children and therefore an in terest in decisional equilibrium in local 
school decision making.
6. P aren ts who actively participate to som e d eg ree  in their 
children 's schools have an adequate  knowledge b a se  from which to 
answ er questions relative to teacher, principal, and  paren t 
involvem ent in decision making.
7. Although many two parent hom es a re  rep resen ted  in the 
schools, many hom es with more than one child in the sam e 
elem entary school are also represented . The study a ssu m ed  that 
studen ts have at least one parent/guardian or head of household who 
could be se lec ted  for the survey. Therefore, the population size  w as 
reasonably  estim ated  by totaling the num ber of s tu d en ts  enrolled in 
the  elem entary schools of the First T en n e sse e  Region of the  
T en n essee  Departm ent of Education.
L im ita t io n s
1. The study w as limited to random ly se lec ted  elem entary 
schools within the  First T en n essee  Region of the T en n e sse e  S tate  
D epartm ent of Education.
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2. The study w as limited to the time period from Sep tem ber, 
1993 to March, 1994.
3. The study w as limited to a  random sam pling of paren ts who 
w ere identified by the principal a s  being involved to som e deg ree  in 
school operations so  that they had adequate  knowledge of how 
elem entary schools were and should be governed and so  that they 
could therefore com plete the survey in a know ledgeable m anner.
4. The gathering of da ta  w as limited to a  one-tim e response  
from the participants.
5. The study w as limited to the participants’ understandings 
of key term s, such  a s  "decision making,” “curriculum ,” "budgetary 
p ro ce ss ,” and  "personnel.”
D e f in it io n s
Throughout this study, the following term s w ere used  
according to the given definitions. - 
A utonom y
Autonomy w as used to m ean the independence of groups in an 
organization from control by other parts of the  organization or even 
by the whole organization (Hanson, 1991).
B ureaucracy
A governance plan that involved a  hierarchy of authority
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with structured rules, regulations, and  a division of labor 
designed  to attain specific goals effectively w as a  bureaucracy 
(Hoy & Miskel in Sergiovanni & Starratt,1988).
C e n tra liz a tio n
This term referred to the focus of school m anagem ent toward 
a  m ore dom inant, top-down decision-m aking system  tha t w as 
concen tra ted  at som e distance from w here the actual decision w as 
im plem ented.
C onsensus
C onsensus w as a  decision-making procedure w hose goal w as 
unanim ous agreem ent, with no “winners'* or “losers.” In building a 
c o n sen su s , a  decision-making body fully d iscussed  an issue, hearing 
all sides and  airing all conflicts. In the end  the group ag reed  on a  
common goal and course of action to achieve that goal. Though not 
alw ays possible, co n sen su s building w as the preferred approach  
(over voting or comprom ise) used  in shared  decision making 
(National PTA, 1992).
D e c e n tra liz a tio n
Decentralization referred to the  m ovem ent of school 
m anagem ent from a more dominant, top-down decision-m aking 
system  that w as concentrated  a t som e distance from w here the 
actual decision w as im plem ented to a  system  w here decisions were
12
m ade by the individuals who w ere charged with im plem entation of 
the  decisions.
D ecision
A decision included “ail judgm ents that affect a  cou rse  of 
action..., [for the  decision-making p rocess not only m eans the 
decision, but also]...all the  acts n ecessa ry  to put the decision into 
operation and...affect the course of action of an  enterprise" (W eber
in Hanson, 1991, p. 4).
E fficacy
This term described “personal effectiveness, a  feeling tha t 
one can control events and produce outcom es” (Sergiovanni & 
S tarratt, 1988, p.133).
E lem entary School
An elem entary school w as defined a s  any single school listed 
In the sampling frame a s  having a  composition of any se ries  of 
g rades beginning below grade five.
Empowerment
Em powerm ent w as defined a s  the “deliberated effort to 
provide principals and teachers with the room, right, 
responsibility, and resources to m ake sensible decisions and 
informed professional judgm ents that reflect their 
c ircum stances” (Sergiovanni & Starratt, 1988, p. 3).
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First T en n e sse e  Region of the T en n essee  Department_of_Education 
In 1966, the First T en n essee  Economic Planning District w as 
estab lished  by TCA 13-14-101, which w as enac ted  in 1965. The 
purpose of the law w as to provide a  m echanism  to a ss is t local 
governm ent officials with planning and  with the  orderly econom ic 
developm ent of the region. The S tate  Departm ent of Education began 
to utilize th is district organization structure  to estab lish  a  
planning vehicle for working within the  school system s located  in 
this ten-county region of the sta te . The district office w as located 
in Johnson  City, T ennessee  on the cam pus of E ast T en n essee  S tate  
University. The nam e w as changed in 1993 to the First T en n essee  
Regional Office of the T en n essee  Departm ent of Education. 
G overnance
G overnance w as defined in the study uas  control over the 
decision-m aking process" (H anson, 1991, p.4).
School/S ite-B ased Decision Making (SBDM): Site/School B ased 
M anagem ent (SBM)
Although m any so u rces differentiated betw een th e se  term s, 
for the purpose of this study, the term s were considered  to be 
sim ilar to the  extent that they were used  synonym ously.
Essentially, th ese  term s described  a  p rocess of decentralization in 
which the school becam e the primary unit of m anagem ent and
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educational improvem ent. This decentralization generally  occurred 
through the  redistribution of decision-m aking authority within the  
district and  the school. However, the degree  of decentralization of 
authority, the specific a re a s  that w ere governed, a s  well a s  the 
p e rso n s involved, varied greatly from district to district. 
School-based  M anagem ent Council
This council, responsible for putting SBDM into effect, w as 
defined a s  the decision-making body that w as m ade up of all 
stakeholders of the  school. Councils generally, but not alw ays, 
included the principal, teach e r represen ta tives, and  paren t 
rep resen ta tiv es. Additional m em bers w ere community 
rep resen ta tives, non-parents, p a ren ts  of preschool or g radua ted  
studen ts , studen t rep resen ta tives, and  support staff 
represen tatives. Council m em bers were chosen  in a  variety of w ays 
(Clark, 1990).
Shared /P artic ipato ry  Decision Making
This style of school m anagem ent allowed m em bers of the 
school community to take part in decision making. New voices often 
included in shared  decision making were teachers, paren ts, studen ts 
and other community m em bers. In this study, the term s sh a red  and 
participatory decision making and SBM and SBDM were used 
in te rch an g eab ly .
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R e s tru c tu r in g
Restructuring w as defined a s  system ic ch an g es in work roles, 
organizational and governance structures in the school and its 
environm ent (Murphy, 1991).
Parallel S tudies
T hree parallel stud ies were conducted sim ultaneously a s  part 
of a  com prehensive research  project undertaken to identify 
perceptions of decision making within the entire school community. 
P a ren ts ' perceptions of Involvement in school decision making w ere 
exam ined in this study, te a ch e rs ’ perceptions of involvem ent in 
school decision making were exam ined in another, and  principals’ 
perceptions of involvement in school decision making were 
exam ined in the third. The data  compiled from all three stud ies 
were analyzed a s  a  unit, with results p resen ted  in C hapter 6.
In o rder to insure a  statistically correct compilation of the  
d a ta  in C hapter 6, portions of the three parallel stud ies w ere 
com pleted using similar procedures. Nine hypotheses were tes ted  
in each  of the studies. Although each  study m easured  a  different 
stakeho lder group’s  perceptions, hypo theses w ere worded 
sem antically alike a s  research  declarations and w ere m easu red  with 
the  sam e statistical test. The questionnaires u sed  In the th ree
16
stud ies w ere tes ted  for validity through the sam e pilot study. All 
questionnaires used  the  sam e format and su b sca les  with only minor 
differences in terminology deem ed  more appropriate for each  group 
of respondents.
Population sam p les for each  study w ere drawn from the 
elem entary schools in the First T en n essee  Region of the T en n essee  
D epartm ent of Education. This allowed each  of the resea rch e rs  to 
generalize  findings to educational com m unities in the sam e 
geographical region.
Procedures
The procedures of the  study were a s  follows:
%
1. A thorough search  of related literature w as conducted, 
using all available resources.
2. Schools considered in the sampling were chosen  from the 
1993-94 Directory of Public Schools. Approved Nonpublic. Special 
S ta te  Schools, and the S ta te  D epartm ent of Education. S ta te  of 
T e n n e sse e .
3. An instrument to be used  to m easure  attitudes of 
principals, teachers, and  paren ts w as developed, then field tes ted  
for validity and function.
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4. School principals were contacted  and  their perm ission 
w as obtained to conduct a  survey of teachers, principals, and 
p a re n ts ,
5. Surveys were conducted with participants.
6 . The results of the study were analyzed through appropriate 
s ta tis tic a l an a ly s is .
7. Findings, conclusions and  recom m endations w ere identified.
8 . Results of this study were com bined with those  of two 
parallel studies; the  conclusions of all th ree  were united to project 
current levels and ideal levels of decision making for all 
stakeho lders.
Overview of the Study
C hapter 1 contained the introduction, sta tem en t of the 
problem, purpose of the  study, research  questions, significance of 
the  problem , assum ptions, limitations, definitions, p ro ced u res and  
overview of the study. C hapter 2 contained a  review of all available 
research  and  other literature. C hapter 3 contained a  description of 
the instrum ents and procedures used  to research  the study. C hapter 
4 contained an analysis of the data. C hapter 5 contained the 
sum m ary, conclusions, and  recom m endations of the study. C hapter 6 
con tained  a  sum m ary of the findings from th ree  dissertation
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re sea rch  p ro jects investigating the  participation of th ree  different 
stakeho lders in the  p rocess of school-level decision making. The 
chap ter provided recom m endations for future developm ent of the 
school decision-making m anagem ent p rocess and considered  the 
percep tions, differences, and  influences of all th ree  stakeho lder 
c o n s titu e n c ie s .
CHAPTER 2 
Review of Related Literature
Introduction
A review of literature and studies relating to the  school 
decision-making p rocess and how paren ts a re  and should be  involved 
in that p rocess revealed that the new m anagem ent focus of school 
reform w as School B ased Decision Making (SBDM), and that parent 
involvem ent in tha t p rocess w as widely recognized a s  desirable.
First, an  exam ination of the history of school decision making 
revealed  how reform m ovem ents have forced the  decentralization of 
the school decision-m aking p rocess and shifted the m anagem ent 
focus to SBDM and other forms of shared  decision making. 
C onsequently , an exam ination of the  portrayal of sh a red  decision 
m aking in literature and research  studies and  facets of earlier 
research  that could be applied to future m anagem ent p ro cesses  w as 
necessary . Finally, the role of the parent in education and  how that 
role can be enhanced  by parental participation in the school 
decision-m aking p ro cess  w as exam ined.
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2 0
School Manaoement_and_School Decision Making
The literature estab lished  that school m anagem ent w as totally 
interw oven with the  decision-m aking framework; tha t is, how 
decisions were m ade w as the e sse n ce  of what m ade up a  
m anagem ent system . Limitations w ere alw ays placed on the 
decision-m aking process, and  the concept of m anagem ent focused on 
th o se  limitations. Kinder s ta ted  that:
All decision m akers opera te  within a  se t of limits. 
Som etim es the limits are  broad, som etim es they are  narrow. 
The chief purpose of setting limitations on decision-m aking 
power Is to improve the caliber of the decisions m ade. W hen 
limitations are  estab lished , w ays and m eans of making 
decisions, a s  well a s  the  content of the decisions, are  
p rescribed . (1978, p.45)
W eber defined a  decision a s  u 'all judgm ents that affect a  
cou rse  of action... [and the decision-making p rocess not only m eans 
the decision but] ...all the ac ts  necessary  to put the decision into 
operation and...affect the course  of action of an  en terp rise '1’ (qtd. in 
Hanson, 1991, p. 4). Ju s t a s  significant to school m anagem ent a s  
decision making was the concept of governance. Hanson (1991) 
defined governance "as control over the decision-m aking p ro cess” 
(p.4). The focus of the latest round of school reform w as assoc ia ted
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with this concept of governance, w here decisions w ere m ade, and 
who m ade these  decisions.
In m ost public schools, "the inspiration for school 
m anagem ent a s  it exists today cam e from the industrial m odels 
that prevailed a t the turn of the  twentieth century. Large American 
com panies developed around...top-down m anagem ent, a  single best 
system " (Fiske, 1992, p. 31). The m anagerial authority of the age  
w as Frederick Winslow Taylor. Taylor and o ther classical theorists, 
such a s  French industrialist Henri Fayol and  Germ an sociologist Max 
W eber, lived through the industrial revolution. Consequently , "as 
they w atched the rapidly growing technology of m ass production 
collide with the traditional pa ttern s of m anagem ent th a t w ere 
designed  for sim pler societies...[they  recognized  that]...the resulting 
inefficiency w as wasteful and appalling” (H anson, 1991, p. 56).
Many of the classical theorists b ased  their work and m anagem ent 
m odels on scientific principles: “The c lassical theo rists  believed
that an  application of the bureaucratic structure and p ro cess  of 
organizational control would prom ote rational, efficiency, and 
disciplined behavior, making possible the  achievem ent of well 
defined goals" (p.7). For the m ost part, the scientific approach  w as 
successfu l in the  industries of the  new industrial Am erica and the 
new factory-m odel accom plished the mission it w as given. This
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m anagerial approach of industry w as transferred  to schools b e ca u se  
"Taylor's va lues of hierarchical m anagem ent, standard ization , and  
ordered  scheduling provided a  welcom e affirmation of order and 
predictability, values that A m ericans a lso  sough t in their schools" 
(Fiske, 1992, p. 31).
As failures In the educational system  becam e apparen t, other 
theories of organizational m anagem ent which governed  the  
decision-m aking p rocess evolved throughout the 1900 's. O ne of 
th e se , the  social sy stem s theory, recogn ized -con trary  to the 
classical th eo ry -th a t the n eed s of the organization and  the n eed s  
of the worker were not always the sam e and that open lines of 
communication betw een m anagem ent and worker encouraged  
friendly resolution of conflict (H anson, 1991). In the  1960 's,
Douglas M cGregor espoused  the belief that every m anagerial act 
rested  on one of two theories. W hat he called Theory X em phasized 
tac tics to control situations and people and im plem ented a  system  
of rew ards and punishm ents. His Theory Y w as b ased  upon 
optimistic assum ptions about the nature of hum ankind and provided 
powerful motivation rather than rew ards and punishm ents 
(Sergiovanni, 1968). Later evolution resulted  in the  developm ent of 
the open  system  theory, which recognized the  organization a s  
interrelated parts of a  whole that produce best when "the cycles [of
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production] are  stream ed together so that a  minimum of conflict and 
w aste  is apparen t” (Hanson, 1991, p. 7). Although these  theories 
m ade  im portant contributions to  the organizational m anagem en t of 
public schools, the impact w as m oderate in term s of total 
m anagem ent philosophy. The bureaucratic  scientific approach 
(McGregor’s  Theory X), or what som e educators referred to a s  the 
"bells and  cells education theory,” rem ained very apparen t in school 
o rg an iza tio n .
Following Deming’s  su c ce ss  in assisting  the J a p a n e se  in 
revitalizing the Ja p a n e se  industry, reform ers again  su g g ested  a  
m anagem ent approach to improve American education that w as 
m odeled after a  successfu l business m anagem ent system  (Walton, 
1991). Dem ing's explanations of the failure of m anagem ent in 
United S ta te s  industry a s  the primary reason  for the failure of 
industrial pow er were applied directly in m any c a s e s  to the  
failures In public schools.
Dem ing’s approach utilized quality circles to improve 
business m anagem ent by helping team s to visualize the  m ission of 
the com pany and to "optimize” hum an resources. In a  Foreword to 
W alton’s  Deminq M anagem ent at Work. Deming explained:
M anagem ent ad d ressed  toward optimization of a  system  would 
offer improvement. A system  m ust have and  aim [vision].
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Without [a vision] there is no system . A system  m ust be 
m anaged. The bigger the system , the m ore difficult it is to 
m anage for optimization. Optimization of a  system  should be 
the basis  of negotiation betw een any two people, betw een 
divisions of a  com pany, betw een custom ers and suppliers, 
betw een countries, betw een com petitors. Everybody gains 
under optimization. (1991, p. 9)
Although Deming did not initiate the m ove toward 
decentralization of m anagem ent in education, his quality circle 
approach  and the applications proposed by m any leaders, from both 
within and outside educational circles, gave much im petus to the 
idea that failures In public education in America w ere tied directly 
to a  failure of the m anagem ent system . Deming further believed 
that “80 to 90 percen t of variation from expected  outcom es [In 
b u sin ess  or education] is a  result of problem s within the system  or 
p ro cess  [m anagem ent] and not the worker” (Melvin, 1991, p.16). 
D em ing's ideas were just that: ideas, for Melvin discovered, in a  
m assive  a ttem pt to restructu re  four school d istricts including over 
6,000 studen ts and 400 teachers, that no c lear cut Deming p rocess 
existed  (p.17). Deming's m essage  for business, however, cen tered  
around four beliefs (Rhodes, 1990, cited in Melvin, 1991) and 
fourteen points for quality improvement (Walton, 1986, 1991). The
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four beliefs were psychology, dem onstrated  by people who were 
purposeful, cognitive beings who had a  right to enjoy their work and 
be successfu l; system s, dem onstrated  by the  drive of all activities 
of o rganizations toward a  mission; a  perceptual framework, 
knowledge that w as gathered from experience b ased  upon theories 
and beliefs and  that provided everyone within the organization the 
sam e form and procedure; and cau se s  of variance, which Deming 
believed to be a  problem of the system  and not the worker (Melvin, 
1991, p .17).
Deming offered the  following fourteen points for quality 
im provem ent:
1. C reate  constancy of purpose for improvement.
2 . Adopt the new philosophy of quality.
3. C ease  dependence on m ass inspection.
4. End the practice of awarding business on short-term
c o s ts .
5. Constantly improve the system .
6 . Institute training to teach  workers to do the job well.
7. Institute leadership.
8 . Drive out fear of asking questions.
9. Break down barriers betw een staff a reas .
10. Eliminate work force slogans, exhortations, and
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ta r g e ts .
11 . Eliminate numerical quotas.
12. Remove barriers to pride of workm anship.
13. Institute a  vigorous program of education and 
re tra in in g .
14. T ake action to accom plish transform ation. (Walton, 
1986, pp. 34-35)
Melvin reported on how the school system s in his study 
utilized th e se  fourteen points to improve their school sy s tem s. By 
adapting D em ing's points to focus on the school organizational 
structure, he  found cautioned su c ce ss  in the application of quality 
im provem ent techniques to m anagem ent of education. O ther 
au thors a lso  advocated  tying organizational m anagem ent 
im provem ent directly to Dem ing's fourteen points (Leonard, 1992). 
Dem ing's inspiring m essag e  to Am erica's schools and b u sin esse s  
w as to free them selves from estab lished  paradigm s and to provide 
leadership  through quality m anagem ent: "the change required [s 
transform ation, change  of s ta te , m etam orphosis, in industry, 
education and governm ent....The transform ation m ust be lead by top 
m anagem ent" (Deming qtd. in Walton, 1990, p. 10).
Not only did educato rs vacillate over the style of m anagem ent, 
but a lso over who should m anage, and  a t what level. Ju s t a s
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questions about m anagem ent style reflected ch an g es in industrial 
m odels, o ther questions reflected ch an g es in the  country 's political 
clim ate; "American political history resounds with d e b a te s  on the 
ad v an tag es  and  d isadvan tages of centralized versus decentralized  
[m anagem ent]" (Pierce, 1980, p. 6). In education, Pierce noted the 
trend  w as that
betw een the 1920s and  1970s, the governance of public 
education has becom e more and more centralized. The 
consolidation of school districts, designed  to increase  the 
authority of education executives, has a lso  increased  the  
distance betw een educational m anagers and the public, (p. 6) 
Reform m ovem ents after the 1960's focused on moving 
m anagem ent into a  decentralized posture. The reform hope w as 
that, if the  decision-m aking p rocess were m oved c loser to the  point 
a t which the  decision w as to be  im plem ented, more effective 
decisions would be m ade. In addition, reform ers insisted that the 
decision-m aking p rocess itself take on a  new look. Although the 
concep ts of participatory or shared  decision making w ere not new, 
they  becam e the cen ter of new school organizational theories.
The m ovem ent sought for alt p ersons who were affected by 
decisions to be involved in the  decision-m aking p rocess. Guthrie 
s ta te d  tha t “'long-lasting school reform requires the active
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involvem ent of all stakeholders in the educational p ro cess”' (qtd. in 
Mutchler, 1989, p. 1). Additionally, ch an g es in the organizational 
m anagem ent framework w ere thought to be  necessa ry , for “true 
collaboration, or sh a red  decision-m aking, is the  m ost difficult and 
m ost powerful predictive elem ent in the design and  operation of an 
effective...[organizational structure]’’ (Intriligator, 1985, p. 22).
Later, “in the late 1960s and early 1970s, there w as an 
alternative school m ovem ent estab lish ing  schoo ls within districts 
tha t had considerab le  local autonom y in curriculum m atters” 
(Valesky, Smith, & Fitzgerald, 1990, p. 1). This alternative w as 
known by several nam es such as site or school b ased  m anagem ent, 
site or school decision making, and  in som e instances, simply shared  
or participatory decision making. For the  pu rposes of this study, the 
m anagem ent model w as referred to a s  school-based  decision making 
(SBDM) and shared  or participatory decision making w as a  
com ponent of this organizational m anagem ent system .
SBDM w as quickly becom ing the  “cen terp iece of the  la test 
reform movement" (David, 1989, p. 45) and  “som ething of a  
buzzword in education” (Valesky, Smith, & Fitzgerald, 1990, p. 1). 
SBDM actually predated the 1980s. New York City implem ented a 
SBDM program in 1971, Dade County, Florida did so  in 1973, and 
Chicago a s  well did so more recently. By July 1996, all schools in
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Kentucky m ust adopt an SBDM model of m anagem ent (Valesky, Smith, 
& Fitzgerald, 1990; Fiske, 1992). Dade County w as the first to 
decentralize using SBDM on a  large scale . This fourth largest school 
system  in the  nation fought bitter battles to "redefine the 
relationships betw een the district and  the  local schoo ls, starting 
with finances" (Fiske, 1992, p. 37). In their examination of SBDM 
Im plem entation In Florida; California; Lunenburg, M assachuse tts ; 
Cherry Creek School District, Colorado; and  the Portland School 
District, Oregon, Lindelow and Heynderickx (1989) saw  the site 
principal a s  the key player in SBDM with o ther site  personnel 
significant decision m akers a s  well. O thers, including paren ts, 
w ere participants, but not pivotal in the p rocess. Further, in the 
decentralization of a  school system , the primary role of the  central 
office adm inistration w as that of facilitator, while “the  th ree  m ain 
a re a s  in which principals and their staffs would gain authority in a  
schoo l-based  m anagem ent system  are  curriculum, personnel, and 
budget" (Lindelow & Heynderickx, 1989, p. 128).
Although SBDM took on a  variety of appearances depending upon 
the  types of participatory decisions that w ere m ade, the them e that 
ran through all m odels w as that to som e deg ree  decisions w ere 
sh a red  and involved the individuals responsible for Implementing 
decisions in actually making those  decisions. One goat of SBDM, to
give decision-m aking power to those who are  c lo sest to the issu es  
being decided, m eant that under SBDM, principals, teachers, and in 
m ost c a se s , paren ts, community represen ta tives, and s tuden ts 
would have a  g rea ter role in making decisions a t their local school 
(National PTA, 1992). The shared  decision-making com ponent of 
SBDM referred to the ability of the organization to involve all those  
who w ere a  part of the organization in the decision-m aking p rocess . 
How the participants in the decisions were chosen  and to what 
d eg ree  they were involved varied greatly from site to site  (David, 
1989, p. 50). The prem ise w as that if shared  decision making were 
em ployed, then the shareholders in the school operation and su c c e ss  
would guide the school toward g rea ter and  g rea ter im provem ents. 
Deming might add  that such shared  decision making w as one activity 
that would maximize the  hum an resources of the  organization 
(W alton, 1986).
Malen, Ogawa, and Kranz concurred that "SBDM h as  becom e an 
increasingly im portant stra tegy  for guiding school im provem ent. It 
is a  form of decentralization in which decision-m aking authority is 
redistributed for the purpose of stim ulating and sustain ing 
im provem ents in the individual school resulting in an  increase  in 
authority of participants at the  school site" (cited in Mutchler,
1989, p. 1). Authority and autonom y were indeed central issues in
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the successfu l implementation of SBDM and other forms of shared  
decision making. The shift to SBDM a s  a decision-making p rocess 
had two primary m anagem ent initiatives: increased  school autonom y 
and  participatory or sh a red  decision making, with "the very 
backbone of SBDM...the delegation of authority to schools from the 
district" (David, 1989, p. 46). Autonomy w as usually se en  a s  
providing “governance," or the autonom y to m ake decisions (H anson, 
1991, p. 4), over important item s such  staffing, budget, curriculum, 
goals, and  setting and evaluating standards for the organization.
The types of decisions that w ere allowed often determ ined the 
su c c e ss  of the implementation of the sh a red  decision-m aking 
p rocess . If the stakeholders believed that their im pact on decision 
m aking w as relegated  to low-level decisions, it w as very likely that 
the initial en thusiasm  that cam e with being included in decision 
making d isappeared  a s  soon a s  those involved realized that the  time 
and effort spen t were not worth the results achieved. C ohen (cited 
In David, 1989) concluded that significant im provem ents could 
possibly be realized, however, if the decision m akers had the 
authority to determ ine the  decisions with which they would be 
involved. The involvement in the  decision provided for “ownership" 
in the decision that w as m ade and therefore, for responsibility in 
accom plishing the goals of the organization: “'under SBDM,
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pro fessional responsibility rep laces  bu reaucra tic  regulation; 
districts increase  school autonom y in exchange for the  staff’s 
assum ing responsibility for results1” (Cohen qtd. in David, 1989, p. 
51).
Although SBDM w as not a new concept, only in recent years had 
it b een  included in alm ost every educational reform package offered 
for consideration. However, caution w as still widely reported a s  
n ecessa ry  in implementing SBDM. As with all m anagem ent system s, 
ad v an tag es  and limitations existed, and som e a re a s  of 
im plem entation had to improve in order for the shared  decision­
making p rocess to be considered a  su ccess .
W hite (1989) identified severa l benefits of SBDM a s  g rea ter 
ffexibillty and  increased  participation of staff in decision making; 
th e  ability to provide m ore appropriate serv ices to m eet the 
specific n e e d s  of studen ts; increased  authority; im proved self­
e steem , m orale, and  efficiency of school personnel; improved 
school-level com m unication with both staff and  community; an  
improved ability to attract and  retain teach ers; and  general 
im provem ent of educational se rv ices through te a c h e rs ’ g rea te r input 
into educational decisions. Karant (1989) cited the su c c e ss  in the  
sh a re d  governance  concept, especially  in te a ch e rs ’ satisfaction  with 
their new  role. In her qualitative study of th ree  nationally
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recognized high schools that used  a shared  decision-making model, 
sh e  a lso  reported  occasional adm in istrato r/teacher strife, but 
concluded that the rote of the principal w as not diminished and 
inferred that it may even have been enhanced. S he  concluded that 
sh a red  governance might m ake schools better and  that teach e r 
em pow erm ent and supervision were “mutually com patible” (p. 29).
White (1989) listed several limitations of SBDM a s  initial 
confusion in roles and  responsibilities, frustration over the  lack of 
c lear directions a s  to what is expected , the  Inability of principals 
to sh a re  their decision-m aking power, and frustration over the large 
time com m itm ents that a re  required. Som e stud ies cau sed  
researchers  to believe that the problem s assoc ia ted  with SBDM 
w ere so  g rea t that educational im provem ent should be concentrated  
in other a reas . In one study, the resea rchers indicated that “findings 
clearly indicate that principals' views of school leadersh ip  and 
teach e r em pow erm ent a re  situational issu es ,” and  they believed 
that sh a red  vision, cooperative goal setting, and stra teg ic  planning 
had  a  g rea te r prom ise of su c ce ss  than changing the “culture” of 
adm inistrative decision making (Lucas, Brown, & Markus, 1991, 
p.60).
In a  report entitled Study of Decision Making in Hlah Schools 
in which 180 teachers from 45 high schools throughout the nation
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w ere interviewed, the  au thors identified “conflicts be tw een  and 
within teach ers"  that contributed to problem s a sso c ia ted  with 
SBDM and the  shared  decision-making p rocess (Cam bone, Wyeth, & 
W eiss, 1992, p. 360). Conflicts Included d isputes over who should 
and should not participate, the formation of factions or splits over a  
particular issue, the inability to sp eak  o n e 's  mind or confront other 
teach e rs  over an Issue, knowing who m akes what decisions, a s  well 
a s  internalized strugg les within individuals over the  b e s t decision 
to be m ade. White (1989) reported that “teach e rs  have a  difficult 
time in dealing with each  other in the decision-m aking context” (p. 
2 ), while C am bone, Wyeth, and  W eiss explained “very little in their 
background or training h as prepared  them  for this kind of 
dem ocratic politics” (p. 359). Most of the conflicts were com plex; 
for instance, while som e teachers who participated in the  p ro cess  
felt they had an unfair burden, especially in time requirem ents, 
o thers who did not participate felt left out or w ere skeptical of the 
p rocess. Even more complex were the personal internalized 
conflicts a s  teachers tried so  hard to s e e  both sides of an  issue  that 
they felt personal s tre ss . D ecisions w ere consequently  som etim es 
delayed to the point that such open-m indedness w as a detrim ent to 
the teacher em pow erm ent p rocess (p. 356). Confusion about locus of 
final authority a lso  p lagued the sh a red  decision-m aking p rocess .
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T eachers were confused about who was in charge. The need  for 
open lines of communication a s  to what decisions may and may not 
be m ade w as clear (p. 359 ).
Throughout the  literature, two m ajor lim itations to the 
continued advancem ent of SBDM or any shared  decision-making 
p ro cess  w ere apparent: the time required to carefully consider and 
decide upon issues and the training in the skills necessa ry  to arrive 
at co n sen su s In the decision making process.
The time required for participation in the decision making w as 
excessive by any standards. One of the reasons for holding on to the 
long-outdated bureaucratic approach to educational decision making 
w as that in this approach, decisions were m ade quickly and with 
little disruption to the daily school routine. The time consum ing 
p ro cess  of SBDM w as not only frustrating for the  new participants, 
but a lso  for the  adm inistrators, who felt the  organization 
attem pting SBDM m ade little progress. O ne adm inistrator reported 
in frustration that “it can take us a  month to m ake decisions that 
the  a ssis tan t principal and i could m ake in one concentra ted  day" 
(Fiske, 1992, p. 43).
Although there  seem ed  to be no sim ple solution to this 
problem of time, the time it took to m ake decisions seem ed  to 
d ec rea se  a s  the decision team  worked together, built rapport, and
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shared  experiences in decision making (Fiske, 1992; C am bone, e t 
at, 1992; Valesky, 1992; & Malen, 1992). Training w as also  a  key 
e lem ent In gaining control of the time factor problem.
W hite (1989) offered six su ggestions for im plem entation in 
sh a red  decision-m aking plans; training, gradual transition, 
financial support, sh a red  goals, w illingness of adm inistration to 
sh a re  authority, and  support from the school community. Although 
all of the  suggestions w ere important considerations in 
im plem entation, none w ere m ore im portant than  initial training of 
the  decision-m aking team . The .Study of Decision Making. In High 
S choo ls further sta ted  the  ca se  for training when the  au thors 
reported tha t uthe advan tages of shared  decision making do not 
accrue  simply by developing and electing people to positions'' 
(Cam bone, e t al, 1992, p. 340). T eachers felt “trust w as generated  
through shared  training exercises [that were] carried over to the 
shared  decision making system ” (p. 342).
A study (Etheridge, Horgan, Valesky, & Smith, 1992) of seven  
urban schools in the Memphis City School District where SBDM w as 
im plem ented pointed to dem ocratic leadership  and continuous team  
developm ent through training a s  critical com ponents of successfu l 
sh a red  decision-making experiences. This study c au se d  the  authors 
to believe that training should “a ss is t team s in working through
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issu e s  of m em bership subgrouping, confrontation, and  
differentiation more quickly and with le ss  animosity" (p. 4). The 
model they developed (Total Teamwork System ) "provlde[d] an 
overall decision-m aking system  grounded in real 
issues/p rob lem s/decisions raised  in real school b ased  
decision-m aking com m ittees. Through training, decision-m aking 
team s learn to m ake decisions in an efficient m anner and to 
im plem ent them  effectively" (p. 4).
Intriligator (1985) reported from her study of 
in ter-organizational relationships in developing training for SBDM 
adm inistrators tha t helping the adm inistrators reach  a  "shared  
com m on purpose" w as essen tia l for establishing a  "common vision" 
of an  organization’s  m ission, which she  defined a s  "the collective 
understand ings of the participating...[stakeholders tha t a re  
necessary ]...to  identify critical elem ents" (p. 23). S he  further found 
tha t only through collaboration would all participants realize both 
the  “comm on goal" and their “comm on vision.” As with the  
rela tionsh ips that Intriligator insisted  m ust com e to g e th er be tw een  
organizations, so  m ust SBDM team  training insure that “there  is a 
defined interdependency am ong [m embers]..., a  perceived 
com m onality of purpose, goals, in terests or clients that allows 
them  to collaborate in [a joint effort]" (p. 23).
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Clearly, then, the literature provided evidence that training 
m ust be an  essential part of the implementation of a  shared  
decision-m aking p rocess. Only through effective training can 
behavior pa tte rn s  within a  decision-m aking team  be  identified a s  
e ither facilitating or hindering team  developm ent (E theridge, 1992).
Evaluation of the effort to implement SBDM w as also 
necessary . Russell, Cooper, and G reenblatt (1992) developed an 
instrum ent, TIPS 2, that a s s e s s e d  teacher involvem ent a c ro ss  eight 
a re a s  or d im ensions: goals/vision/m ission; facilitating p ro ced u res
and  stru c tu res; curriculum /instruction; budgeting; staffing; staff 
developm ent; operations; and standards. Within each  of these  
dim ensions, items were rated on a Ukert Scale from 1 to 5. TIPS 2 
developers su g g ested  num erous u se s  of their instrum ent, including 
a sse ssm e n t of both teachers and principals, with com parison of 
resu lts, and  "on-going evaluation...by using the  instrum ent to collect 
baseline, formative, and sum m ative data" (p. 40). A logical 
extension of this limited a sse ssm e n t w as the a sse ssm e n t of any 
stakeholder In a  SBDM model, including parents.
The preceding section reviewed the evolution of school 
decision making, tracing its historical roots from an industrial 
model established  a t the  turn of the  century to a  new model largely 
b ased  upon a  different Industrial model. The section detailed both
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the new-found benefits of a  shared  decision-making p rocess and the 
frustrations tha t confronted those  involved in making the  decisions. 
The study of the involvement of paren ts in the  decision-m aking 
p ro cess  took a  minor position in the  literature. Since the  latest 
reform m ovem ents su g g ested  the participation of all stakeho lders, 
an exam ination of how paren ts were actually involved in the 
education of their children and how that involvement could be 
enhanced  to increase their role in decision making w as essential.
Parent Involvement In Education
This section w as devoted to an investigation of the current 
literature and  research  about parent roles in the education of their 
children, especially  a s  th e se  roles related to school-level decision 
making. In considering parent involvement In education a s  an 
evolving p rocess, th ree them es em erged; the m ost important form of 
involvement, the m ost common types of parent involvement, and  the 
future of paren t involvement.
Many authors and  experts in parenting felt the m ost important 
a sp ec t of a  paren t’s  involvement in education w as the involvement 
they sh a red  with their own child in educational endeavors: “parent 
involvem ent is critical in facilitating children’s  developm ent and  
achievem ent and in preventing or remedying educational and
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developm ental problems" (Becher, 1986, p. 1). The early school 
su c c e ss  or failure of any child in a  given y ear rested  primarily with 
two people: the teacher and the parent. P aren ts  had a responsibility 
to build a  bond and help their children build a  bond with the teacher 
or teach e rs  that provided educational serv ices to them . More 
importantly, a  paren t had  the responsibility to advocate  the  child 's 
identity and therefore to Insist upon fair treatm ent, challenging 
instruction, and  proper help for the child. Insuring that a  caring, 
mutual bond existed betw een the parent, student, and  teach e rs  w as 
the  first and  m ost important form of paren t involvem ent (Becher, 
1986 ).
Parenting w as never regarded a s  an unimportant or an easy  
activity, yet p a ren ts were not for the m ost part trained in parenting 
techniques and much that occurred, w hether a  su c ce ss  or a failure, 
may have occurred by accident (Campbell, 1977). On the other hand, 
tea ch e rs  of children in public schools w ere educato rs by profession, 
and  Fitzw ater (1986) su g g ested  that pe rhaps effective parenting or 
“children skills” should be developed through training. Fitzw ater 
considered  the relationship of parenting and  education to be a  
natural one since a  child 's first teach e r is the parent. A child’s 
su c c e ss  In school usually had a  foundation that w as built through 
the  experience  of successfu l family relationships, and  "successful
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family relationships don 't just happen, [but] ...resu lt from 
com m itm ent to principles em braced by the family m em bers” 
(Fitzwater, 1986, p. 99).
W alberg (1984) found that one of nine factors that powerfully 
im pacted learning w as the hom e environm ent. Paren t involvement 
w as exam ined within the  context of an "alterable curriculum of the 
hom e [that included]...inform ed parent-child conversa tions abou t 
school and everyday events; encouragem ent and discussion of leisure 
reading; monitoring and  joint critical analysis of television viewing 
and  p e e r activities; deferral of im m ediate gratifications to 
accom plish  long-term  hum an-capital goals; ex p ress io n s of affection 
and  in terest in the child's academ ic and other p rogress a s  a  person; 
and  perhaps, am ong such  unremitting efforts, sm iles, laughter, 
caprice, and  serendipity" (p. 25). W alberg concluded that it 
benefited  educa to rs to a ss is t p a ren ts  to “modify th ese  alterable 
academ ic conditions in the  hom e” (p. 25) becau se  th ese  conditions 
w ere m ore predictive of successfu l academ ic learning than any 
o ther a sp ec t of environm ent.
P aren ts w ere determ ined to have responsibilities not only in 
their hom es, but a s  advocates for their children's education. The 
school-trained tea ch e r had  the responsibility for providing a  child 
an  appropriate education in a  caring and success-filled environm ent,
and the  paren ts ' responsibility w as to be their child 's advocate  to 
insure that this occurred. Fitzwater (1992) sa id  tha t "it is up to 
paren ts...to  deal with anything short of th ese  s tan d ard s [in a  school 
or in a  child's teacher]. For the  sak e  of a  child, who m atures but 
once, bad  teaching m ust not be  condoned." He further s ta ted  that 
this sam e zeal should be applied to helping a  teacher and a  school 
with “a  cooperative spirit, harm ony, mutual respect, and  p raise  [as] 
the goals” ( p .102).
W hen paren ts becam e involved in their children 's 
education, both children and paren ts benefited. The children 
"dem onstrate  advanced  academ ic ach ievem ent and cognitive 
developm ent (Andrews, e t al, 1982; H enderson, 1981; and  Herman & 
Yeh, 1980). [In addition,] the parent-child relationship is im proved..., 
paren ts increase  the num ber of contacts m ade with the school..., 
[and] paren ts becom e better teach e rs  of their children at hom e and 
use  m ore positive forms of reinforcem ent" (Becher, 1986, p.1). 
Beyond th e se  benefits to the children, involved paren ts "...develop 
positive a ttitudes about them selves, in crease  self-confidence, and  
often enroll in program s to enhance  their personal developm ent.
They also are  m ore positive about school and school personnel than 
uninvolved paren ts (Herman & Yeh, 1980), help to ga ther community 
support for educational program s, and  becom e more active in o ther
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com m unity activ ities” (p .1).
Anne H enderson (1988), a  consultant for the National 
Com m ittee for Citizens In Education (NCCE), reported tha t the  trend 
of declining paren t Involvement could be considered a  primary 
factor in why children were falling behind and dropping out. S he  
listed the  following points d iscovered through research  a s  a  basis  
for paren t involvement;
1. The family, not the school, provided the primary 
educational environm ent for children.
2. Involving paren ts In their children 's formal education 
improved the children 's achievem ent.
3. P aren t Involvement w as m ost effective when it w as 
com prehensive, well-planned and long lasting.
4. Involving paren ts when their children w ere young had 
beneficial effects tha t pe rsisted  throughout the  ch ild 's  
academ ic  career.
5. Involving paren ts with their children 's education at 
hom e w as not be enough to improve schools; a  school's average  
level of achievem ent did not appear to improve un less paren ts 
w ere involved in the school.
6. S tudents ' attitudes about them selves and their 
environm ent w ere critical to achievem ent; th e se  a ttitudes
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were formed primarily a t hom e, though they could also be 
profoundly Influenced by experience at school, (p.153)
Involving paren ts in the education of their child provided 
significant opportunities for improving tha t child’s  quality of 
education. In addition, significant benefits for the paren ts and  
society resulted. H enderson sta ted  “citizens in our dem ocracy  m ust 
participate in the governing of public institutions....[and]...to shu t 
p a ren ts  out of their children's experiences in school...[has proven to 
be]...destructive to the  family” (p.153).
P aren t involvem ent w as m ost comm only reflected in activities 
such  a s  clerical work, office a ssis tan ce , tutoring, serving a s  a  room 
parent, driving or otherw ise assisting  on field trips, or serving In a 
support organization such a s  PTA. Som e authors even reported that 
th e se  w ere the  types of activities that m ost in terested  paren ts: 
“p a re n ts  m ost enjoy participating in c lassroom  activities, [and] 
paren t m eetings" (McKinney, 1980, cited in Becher, 1986, p. 1). 
Although paren t involvement in th ese  categories w as quite com m on 
and w as often thought of a s  low level involvement, m any schools
could not have a s  effectively educated  studen ts a s  they did without
this spirit of voiunteerism  in paren ts.
The future of parent involvement, however, w as se e n  to be  in
school-level and  system -level decision-m aking (National PTA,
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1992): today 's parent must be ready to accep t a  dem anding rote a s  a  
decision-m aker in an  active and participatory m anner, and  the 
school adm inistrator m ust be ready to allow the involvem ent to take 
place. PTA, long the  cham pion of parent involvement in education, 
w as observed to be "'...working hard to dispel the old im age,"'
(Taylor qtd. in “PTAs,” 1992, p. B-1), and “the image of the PTA a s  a  
chaperone  group for classroom  parties and  supervisors for candy- 
selling youngsters is changing" (p. B-1). As one parent who had 
p re sse d  for parental involvement in the decision making structure  
s ta ted , “'It is time for a  change in the adm inistrator and  tea ch e r 
attitude that...the  only role of paren ts in the school [is] to sell 
Snow balls and  com e to PTA m eetings’" (qtd, in Fiske, 1992, p. 47). 
Indeed, in the latest volley of school reform m ovem ents, one of the 
m ost popular ideas to improve schools w as that paren ts should be 
involved in decision making. Opinions ranged from the idea that 
paren ts should serve in advisory capacities to the idea that they 
should totally determ ine policy or operate  their own schools.
Although Goodlad (19B4) saw  an excellent opportunity for 
paren t involvement to becom e meaningful in a  g rea ter way than in 
the  past, he also  believed that there  w as “ a  considerable deg ree  of 
unrealistic rom anticism  abou t paren ts taking over schooling"
(p. 272). He said that although polls and surveys reported that
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p aren ts  w anted a  g rea te r voice in the  affairs of their schools, what 
m ost really w anted w as to be “kept informed in a  c lear fashion...[and 
for]...the decisions and  those who m ake them  to be visible” (p. 272). 
He further sta ted :
[parents] would prefer to leave the  running of the school 
to the principal, and the classroom s to teach ers  and, if 
possible, to hold them  accountable. Holding o n e 's  neighbors 
accountable leads to tensions m ost people prefer to avoid, (p. 
2 7 2 )
While G oodlad 's research  show ed that principals, teachers , and 
superin tenden ts all saw  them selves a t the top of the  hierarchy in 
decision making and  saw  the other groups a t a  level below them , the 
paren ts who were surveyed
would take the power from the more rem ote, le ss  visible, more 
im personal authorities heading the  system  and place it in the 
hands of the  more visible, m ore personally known, close-at- 
hand staff of the school and parent groups close to the  school, 
(p. 274)
In successfu l parent involvement program s, B echer 
(1986) found several principles that propelled the su c ce ss , 
including involvem ent of "parents in decision making and [the 
explanation of] ...adm inistrative decisions to encou rage  paren ts to
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respond to decisions rationally” (p. 1). S ince the initial 
developm ent of the SBDM concept, parent involvement w as a  common 
them e. B ecause the shared  decision-making com ponent claim ed to 
have a s  its goal a  share  of ownership by all stakeholders in the 
educational organization, the involvement of paren ts w as a  natural 
elem ent. According to Guthrie, “‘Long-lasting school reform 
requires the  active involvement of all stakeho lders in the 
educational process'" (qtd. in Mutchler, 1989, p. 1). However, it had 
never been  c lear to what extent the parent stakeholder should be 
involved: “in m any proposals for SBDM, paren ts have been  a  primary 
focus of involvement but only in an 'advisory nature’" (David, 1989, 
p. 50).
Two of the  five goa ls  th a t w ere e s tab lish ed  for th e  SBDM 
s ta rtu p  and planning year for the seven  schoo ls in M emphis d e a l t  
directly with paren t involvement. T h ese  goals w ere to estab lish  
“a  school where parents can  and do becom e involved with the school 
and studen t learning; and  m echanism s w hereby all constituent 
groups can  have meaningful input on important issu es” (Etheridge, 
Hall, Brown, & Lucas, 1990, p. 8). In Chicago, legislation provided 
that the parent num bers on the SBDM council double those of 
te a ch e rs  and principals who w ere em ployed by the council itself 
(David, 1989; and Fiske, 1992).
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Should paren ts be involved in an advisory nature? Should 
paren ts dictate the SBDM council activities and ag en d a  by pure 
num bers? Lewis (1986) responded to the question of how paren ts 
should be used  on the SBDM councils by suggesting “like any other 
m em ber of the  council. Similar to teachers and o ther m em bers, 
paren ts bring strengths to the council in specific a re a s  tha t o ther 
m em bers do not have” (p. 21).
P a ren ts  felt that o b stac les  often interfered with their true 
ability to participate. T each e r reluctance w as the  forem ost problem  
Inhibiting paren t involvement (Becher, 1986). It w as not unusual to 
h e a r  professional educato rs say  that the  classroom  a s  well a s  
decisions about what g o es  on in the classroom  should be left to 
professionals who have been  trained for the job, yet there  w as "far 
m ore ag reem en t about the  im portance of including paren ts in the 
educational p rocess today than there  w as five years ago....[However,] 
the general ag reem ent on the im portance of involving p aren ts  in the 
educational p rocess tends to  break  down at the point of 
im plem entation" (H enderson, 1908, p.149). Of professional 
e d u ca to rs , th o se  o n -s i te - te a c h e rs  and  p rin c ip a ls - te n d ed  to 
d isvalue o ther than  traditional m odes of parental involvem ent, 
w hereas those  rem oved from the schooi site, including school board 
m em bers and  superin tendents, tended  to “rate paren t decision
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making at the  school more highly” (p. 150). Involving paren ts in the 
operation of the school cau sed  parents to be more know ledgeable of 
all m anagem ent a sp e c ts  and therefore g rea ter contributors to not 
only their child 's education, but also the school’s  well being. 
M utchler (1989) concluded that "this argum ent su g g e s ts  that 
schoo l-based  m anagem ent directly in c reases  the Involvement of 
paren ts in improving the school" (p. 1).
T hree forms of parent involvement w ere d iscussed  in this 
section. First, the involvem ent that paren ts experienced  with their 
own children will, resea rch e rs  believed, continue to be  the m ost 
im portant form of paren t involvement. Every child w as perceived to 
need  an adult advocate for insuring fair treatm ent and attention to 
educational n eeds. Second, the m ost comm on and traditional form of 
paren t involvement, volunteerism , w as se e n  a s  an  essen tia l part of 
a  school's worth and growth. Parents had always given of 
them selves to m ake schools a  better place for children. The m ost 
effective schoo ls had effective paren t volunteer p rogram s that 
helped the school's accom plishm ent of its mission in the 
community. Finally, however, the future of paren t involvem ent w as 
clear: paren ts m ust assum e the role of shared  decision-m aker. 
Although that role w as not clearly defined and will not be easily
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estab lished , the necessity  of parent involvement in the p ro cess  of 
shared  decision making w as recognized by all who studied SBDM.
What Is Known And What Must Be Discovered
Public school organizational m anagem ent experienced 
evolution from the early 1900's to the presen t. Although much of 
the change w as significant in term s of results, the  scientific or 
bureaucratic model of m anagem ent still dom inated a s  the m odel of 
public school adm inistration. Principals had alw ays been  involved 
with decision making to varying deg rees, and teachers had  been  able 
to m ake headw ay into decision-m aking circles. P a ren ts  w ere 
involved a s  well, but to a  much less  effective degree. Throughout 
the  literature, the belief that public education can  improve with 
input from all its stakeholders w as evident. Although m ost of the 
experience in sh a red  decision-m aking m odels involved teach e rs , 
paren ts were discovered to be poised and ready for participation. 
P aren t involvement in education occurred in three form s in 
Am erican education 's history: involvement with the  educations of 
their own children, volunteerism  a t school, and  involvem ent in 
decision making. Little evidence indicated that any form of paren t 
involvem ent will d isappear to be replaced by ano ther form. All 
levels of involvement w ere Important, but new reform m ovem ents
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su g g ested  that paren ts m ust ready them selves for m anagem ent level 
involvem ent. In the implementation of increased  paren t involvem ent 
in SBDM, valuable information may be g leaned from the experiences 
that hindered the  p ro cesses  for teach e rs ' participation a s  well a s  
th o se  experiences w here su c ce ss  w as evident.
S ince little information w as available pertaining to actual 
paren t participation in the  decision-m aking p rocess , or m ore 
importantly, the deg ree  to which paren ts believe they should be 
involved in the decision-making p rocess, research  w as needed  to 
determ ine both. In establishing a  true decision-m aking fram ework, 
the  a sse ssm e n t of paren t attitudes regarding the actual and  the 
ideal levels of teacher, parent, and  principal involvem ent in 
decision-m aking w as essential. From such an a sse ssm e n t of 
p a re n ts ’ a ttitudes abou t their own, teach e rs ', and  principals' 
participation in decision making, decisional equilibrium for p a ren ts  
m ay be determ ined, and it w as precisely this determ ination that 
w as the sub ject of this study.
CHAPTER 3 
Research Methodology and Instruments
Introduction
The research  procedures utilized in this study included the 
selection of the sam ple, the developm ent and refinem ent of the 
questionnaire , testing  of instrum ent reliability and validity, the 
pilot study, gathering the data, and the plan for analyzing the data.
Selection of the Sample
The population for this study w as the paren ts of elem entary 
ag e  children who attended public elem entary schools in the First 
T en n essee  Region of the T ennessee  Departm ent of Education during 
the 1993-94 school year. For the purposes of this study, an 
elem entary school w as defined a s  any single school listed In the 
sam pling fram e a s  having a  composition of any se ries  of g rades 
beginning below grade five. Schools were considered that included 
g rad es five through twelve if the beginning grade w as lower than 
grade five. The approxim ate size of the paren t population w as 
determ ined by adding the enrollm ents of all elem entary schoo ls in 
the  population a rea . This procedure assum ed  that all studen ts had
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at least one parent/guardian or head  of household who could be 
se lec ted  for the survey. The population size w as based  upon the 
assum ption that a  reasonable  estim ate of population could be m ade 
even though som e students had two parents, som e had one paren t in 
the hom e, and som e hom es had more than one child who could have 
been  a student in the sam pled schools. It w as assum ed  that th ese  
factors balanced  in order to determ ine that the  population s ize  of 
41,281 paren ts or heads of households w as reasonable. Findings and 
conclusions g en era ted  from this study w ere generalized  to this 
population. It w as also a ssum ed  that the findings and conclusions, 
with som e limitations, could be generalized  to the larger population 
of p a ren ts  of elem entary  studen ts throughout the S ta te  of 
T ennessee.
The sampling fram e used  in selecting the sam ple w as the 
1993-94 Directory of Public Schools. Approved Nonpublic. Special 
S ta te  Schools and the S ta te  D epartm ent of education. S ta te  of 
T en n essee . The sampling frame provided a  school num ber, ad d ress , 
te lephone num ber, num ber of studen ts a t the time of the  preliminary 
report, and  principal's nam e along with o ther pertinent information 
for all schools. O ne hundred twenty-four schools w ere identified 
within the  designated  developm ental a re a  a s  m eeting the  definition 
of e lem entary  school.
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B ecause  this study w as designed to include two parallel 
s tud ies  that considered  similar problem s involving principals and 
tea ch e rs , it w as determ ined, in collaboration with the  re sea rch e rs  
of those  stud ies, that this study would involve all e lem entary  
schools in the First T en n essee  Region of the T en n essee  D epartm ent 
of Education.
B ecause  of the nature of the study and the necessity  that the 
surveyed paren ts had a t least som e knowledge of the school and its 
operation, the principal of each  school w as asked  to identify at 
least 25-35 paren ts in each  school who w ere active in the school in 
som e capacity  and w ere som ew hat knowledgeable about the  school's 
operation. From those chosen  by the principal, a  random  sam ple w as 
se lec ted  to com plete the survey.
Using the formula below w here n  = sam ple size; &= the extent 
(in percent) to which the resea rch e r believed that the  attitude 
ex isted  in the  targe t population that will favor additional 
involvem ent into decision making; the extent (in percent) to 
which the  resea rch e r believed that the attitude ex isted  in the targe t 
population tha t will not favor additional involvem ent into decision 
making; Q = equals the band of confidence (in percent) the
researcher had in p; and = Q divided by the L value for th e  level of
confidence se lec ted  for the  study, a  sam ple size (q) of 323 paren ts
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w as determ ined to be an adequate  sam ple size under the following 
conditions. The level of significance w as .05, and the expected  
support for increased  involvement in the targe t population w as 
estim ated to be  70%  with a  margin of error of ±5% (Garrett, 1962,
p. 239).
pq (.70)(.30)
n =  ________  =   =322.73 = 323
( 3 p )  2 ( .0 5 /1 .9 6 )2
This sam ple size w as ad justed  to account for ineligibles and 
non-response  using the following formula, w here n’ = the  ad justed  
sam ple size; n = the calculated sam ple size; e  = the proportion of 
eligibles expected  to be on the sam pling list; and r = the proportion 
of responden ts expected  (Henry, 1991, pp. 124-125).
D. 3 2 3
r i  = ________  =   = 1076
(e) (r) (1 ){*30)
B ecause  of the nature of the sampling frame, an accuracy  of 
100%  could be obtained in selecting eligible respondents. However, 
since those  who were to be surveyed were paren ts with little 
motivation to com plete the survey and since the  contact of th e se  
paren ts  depended  primarily on the principal’s  w illingness to
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cooperate , an  estim ate of 30% return w as expected, even with an 
a ttem pt to conduct in-person administration of the questionnaire.
After adjusting the original sam ple  for the  expected  100%  
eligibility factor and  the  30% estim ated  return factor, a  initial 
sam ple size of 1076 w as determ ined in order to provide for the 
previously determ ined adequate  sam ple size.
In order to prevent bias a s  a  result of school size, it w as 
determ ined that a  3% sam ple of the estim ated  41,218 paren ts in the 
population provided the best sampling approach. Thus the 3% parent 
sam ple  w as adequate  to obtain the needed  sam ple size and  to assu re  
equal represen tational opportunity for each  school taking into 
account the  school size.
Development and Refinement, of the Questionnaire
After a review of related literature and previous resea rch  
stud ies , consultation with the com m ittee chairm an, and  exam ination 
of re sea rch  conducted within the parallel studies, a  questionnaire  
w as adm inistered  to each  participant. The instrum ent w as 
adm inistered in person if at all possible, but w as, how ever, provided 
in ano ther m anner to parents w hose schedu les w ere im possible to 
accom m odate. The com pleted questionnaires were, a t the  discretion 
of the  individual completing the survey, e ither m ailed directly back
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to the  research er or returned to the school office to be collected. 
S ince the study w as designed primarily a s  a  survey, the 
questionnaire  landed itself to statistical analysis. T he re sea rch e r 
believed that respondent com m ents often supported and enriched the 
statistical analysis of the  data; therefore, the  survey a lso  contained  
a  portion with an open-ended format. B ecause the instrum ent w as 
adm inistered  to p a ren ts  who had little motivation to participate , it 
w as designed to be a s  easy  to com plete a s  possible.
The questionnaire w as divided into th ree  sections. The first 
section  requested  dem ographic information about the school, the 
school system , and the individual completing the form.
Specifically, th ese  questions sought information about the  sex , 
education, num ber of children in school, race, income, and level of 
participation or involvement In the school. The dem ographic 
information w as used  to analyze the sam ple for the following 
purposes: (a) to allow the researcher to accurately describe the 
sam ple chosen  for the study and (b) to determ ine a  balance in the 
sam ple  corresponding to the  characteristics identified by the 
dem ographic  descrip to rs.
The second  section contained a  Llkert-type sca le  that w as 
developed to m easure  the responden t's  perception of the actual 
deg ree  of involvement of principals, teachers, and paren ts in
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school-level decision making. The survey focused on the level of 
decision-m aking involvem ent in the  following th ree  m ajor a re a s  
consistently  identified in the  literature a s  a re a s  m ost com m on to 
the sh a red  decision-m aking p rocess: budget, personnel and  staffing, 
and curriculum and instruction. The third part of the survey 
provided a  sp ace  for the respondents to add any com m ent if desired  
to clarify their position regarding sh a red  decision making in 
elem entary schools. T hese  com m ents w ere utilized to enrich the 
descrip tions of findings of the  study.
The item s considered  appropria te  for the questionnaire  w e re  
rev iew ed by a  group of te a c h e rs , a  group of a d m in is t r a to r s  
including both cen tra l office and  school leve ls , and  a  group o f  
involved p a re n ts  com prising  a  sy s te m -w id e  PTA council. The 
pu rp o se  of th e  review  w as to so lic it com m en ts regard ing  th e  
relevance of each  item to the  construct intended to be m easured ; the 
c larity , c o n c ise n ess , and  readab ility  of th e  item s; and  w ays o f 
expressing  the  construct that were not included in the instrum ent.
A letter w as developed stating the purpose of the study, 
requesting cooperation of the principals of the se lec ted  schools, and 
outlining the procedures that would be followed. The questionnaire  
w as subm itted to the  E ast T en n e sse e  S ta te  University Institutional 
Review Board (IRB) along with the application and supporting
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docum entation. Approval of the IRB w as obtained prior to  the 
initiation of the  data-gathering  p h ase  of the study.
Instrument Reliability and Validity
The validity and reliability  of the instrum ent w as e s ta b l is h e d  
through a  com bination  of the  pilot study  and m ultiple c o m p u te r  
a n a ly s is  re lia b ility  c h e c k s  on th e  d a ta  o b ta in e d  th rough  
adm inistration of the  questionnaire to the sam ple.
Pilot Study
After revising and finalizing the survey, a  pilot study w as 
conducted  in the Bristol T en n essee  School System  in order to field 
tes t the  questionnaire. Principals, K-12 teachers, and p aren ts  from 
each  of the eight schools in the school system  com pleted the 
questionnaire, which w as designed  to accom m odate sim ultaneously 
surveying a  variety of groups. The survey attem pted to m easure  the 
ex ten t of the  participation of th ese  specific groups in decision 
making at the school level. Using a  random  sampling technique, 
te a ch e rs  w ere se lec ted  from all six elem entary  schools, the  junior 
high, and the  high school. All principals in the Bristol T en n essee  
School System  were surveyed. The parents surveyed w ere m em bers 
of the  executive boards of the Paren t-T eacher A ssociations a s  well 
a s  paren ts randomly se lec ted  from all schools. All participants
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indicated which grade levels they represen ted  or in which they had 
children in order to give the resea rch ers  an indication of the  grade 
levels tha t w ere rep resen ted  by respondents.
A cover tetter explaining the purpose of the survey w as 
provided along with directions for com pleting the questionnaire . 
Included in the  questionnaire itself were item s regarding school 
budget, personnel selection, curriculum determ ination, selection  of 
instructional m aterials, p u rch ase  of capital outlay, form ation of 
system  wide policies, estab lishm ent of the school calendar, 
developm ent of system  wide policies, school goals and  objectives, 
grading and reporting procedures, personnel evaluation, and pupil 
serv ices.
The form at for responding to each  item consisted  of teacher, 
paren t, and  principal catego ries with two Likert sc a le s  for each  
category. The first Likert sca le  asked  the participant to respond  to 
how rep resen ta tives of each  category  w ere actually involved In 
decision making. The second  Likert scale  requested  the  participant 
to indicate how represen tatives of each  category should be  involved 
in decision making. The scale ranged from 1 to 4, with 1 
representing  no involvement, 2 representing minor involvem ent, 3 
represen ting  m ajor involvement, and  4 represen ting  total 
involvement. An additional sp ace  beside each  item provided an
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opportunity for participants to indicate specific exam ples of how 
they  believed the  category represen tatives should be involved in the 
described decision and to ad d ress  any a re a s  not included in the 
survey.
A careful review of the  information gained through the  survey 
revealed  the  following In regard to the instrum ent:
1. The instrum ent utilized a  complex format which cau sed  
confusion of th o se  surveyed.
2. The information obtained from the survey did not lend 
itself to soph istica ted  m ethods of statistical analysis that would 
provide in-depth information for the resea rch e r.
3. The format of the survey w as cum bersom e, and it w as 
apparen t from feedback that it had no face validity to those  who 
participated In the pilot study.
4. The categories were wordy and am biguous, causing those  
sun/eyed  to be unsure of what was being asked  and therefo re  how 
they should respond.
5. Category headings caused  respondents to question their 
knowledge in regard to major a reas , which in turn seem ed  to cau se  
them  not to respond.
6. Using the  title “Shared  Decision Making Survey" placed the 
resea rch e rs  at a  d isadvantage by providing the  respondents
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information about the survey that may have b iased  their re sp o n se s .
7. The open-ended format allowed for those surveyed to 
clarify positions and to provide graphic descrip tions of their 
feelings in regard to how decisions are  m ade and  who should m ake 
them . P aren ts often spoke frankly through their com m ents, 
indicating their feelings regarding the governance of schools.
6. The major constructs identified by the researcher a s  a re a s  
to be m easured  in regard to shared  decision-making w ere clearly 
supported a s  appropriate through feedback from those  surveyed.
9. A statistical analysis of the reliability of the  instrum ent 
w as not conducted due to the am biguous nature of the instrum ent.
In general, although feedback from responden ts in the pilot 
study about the complexity and lack of clarity of the instrum ent 
cau sed  the  researchers to abandon the format of the original 
instrum ent in favor of a  more sim ple one, the information gained 
from an analysis of the responses to the questions w as valuable in 
determining the final survey items to be used . The format of the 
instrum ent w as com pletely revised, how ever, with the developm ent 
of a  m ore general, sta tem ent-orien ted  form at tha t would allow 
paren ts to respond in a  timely and specific m anner without having 
to determ ine which group they w ere addressing  with their response . 
The instrum ent w as then re-adm inistered to a  portion of the
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original pilot study group for com m ents relative to its revised
format. The revisions were seen  a s  favorable by all groups,
especially  p a ren ts .
Reliability Analysis
The initial te s t utilized to analyze the returned surveys w as a  
te s t of instrum ent reliability. The questionnaire w as sub jected  to a
te s t  of internal consistency  using the  statistical analysis te s t  tha t
produced the  reliability coefficient C ronbach 's Alpha. Q uestion 
groups that formed the  basis for eighteen sep ara te  constructs w ere 
sub jected  to the internal consistency  testing in order to improve 
the reliability m easure  of each  construct.
The a sse ssm e n t of the  construct relating to paren ts ' 
perceptions of how paren ts w ere actually involved in budget 
decisions a t the time of the survey (H2 ) utilized survey  item s 8,17, 
25, 38, 52, and 55 a s  m easured on the current involvement scale . 
Analysis revealed a  C ronbach Alpha coefficient of .8221. Dropping 
questions would have resulted in a  d ecrease  in the coefficient; 
therefore , all questions w ere retained.
The a sse ssm e n t of the  construct relating to paren ts ' 
perceptions of their ideal level of involvement in budget decisions 
a t the p resen t time (H2 ) utilized survey items 8,17, 25, 38, 52, and
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55 a s  m easured  on the ideal or "should be involved” sca le . Analysis 
revealed a  Cronbach Alpha coefficient of .8134. Dropping question 8 
resulted  in an increase  in the coefficient to a  maximum potential of 
.8296. Further analysis revealed that dropping additional questions 
would have lowered the  coefficient; therefore, all rem aining 
questions w ere retained.
The a sse ssm e n t of the construct relating to p a ren ts’ 
perceptions of how paren ts w ere actually involved in personnel 
decisions a t the time of the survey (Hg) utilized survey item s 3, 5, 
10, 14, 27, 32, and 36 a s  m easured on the current involvement scale . 
Analysis revealed a  C ronbach Alpha coefficient of .8425. Dropping 
questions would have resulted in a  d e c rea se  in the coefficient; 
therefore , all questions were retained.
The a sse ssm e n t of the construct relating to p a ren ts’ 
percep tions of their ideal level of involvem ent in personnel 
decisions (H5 ) utilized survey item s 3, 5, 10, 14, 27, 32, and  36 a s  
m easured  on the  ideal or "should be involved” scale . Analysis 
revealed a  Cronbach Alpha coefficient of .8349. Dropping questions 
would have resulted in a  d ec rea se  in the coefficient; therefore, all 
questions w ere retained.
The a sse ssm e n t of the construct relating to p a ren ts ' 
perceptions of how paren ts are  involved in curricula decisions at
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the time of the survey (Hg) utilized survey item s 20, 21, 23, 30,
42, 46, and  49 a s  m easured  on the current Involvement scale.
Analysis revealed a  Cronbach Alpha coefficient of .8104. Dropping 
question 23  resulted in an increase  in the coefficient to a  maximum 
potential of .8540. Further analysis revealed that dropping 
additional questions would have lowered the coefficient; therefore , 
all rem aining questions w ere retained.
The a sse ssm e n t of the construct relating to parents* 
percep tions of their ideal level of involvem ent in curricula 
decisions (Hg) utilized survey items 20, 21, 23, 30, 42, 46, and  49 
a s  m easured  on the ideal or “should be involved" scale. Analysis 
revealed a  C ronbach Alpha coefficient of .8652. Dropping questions 
would have resulted in a d e c rea se  in the coefficient; therefore, all 
questions w ere retained.
T he a sse ssm e n t of the construct relating to parents* 
perceptions of how principals are  involved in budget decisions at 
the  time time of the survey (H3 ) utilized survey item s 9,16, 33, 39, 
44, and 48 a s  m easured  on the the current involvement scale . 
Analysis revealed a  Cronbach Alpha coefficient of .8445. Dropping 
question 39 resulted in an increase  in the coefficient to a  slightly 
higher maximum potential of .8449. Further analysis revealed  that 
dropping additional questions would have lowered the  coefficient;
therefore, all rem aining questions were retained.
The a sse ssm e n t of the construct relating to p a ren ts ' 
perceptions of the  principal’s  ideal level of involvem ent in budget 
decisions (H3 ) utilized survey items 9,16, 33, 39, 44, and  48 a s  
m easu red  on the ideal or "should be involved” scale . Analysis 
revealed a  Cronbach Alpha coefficient of .8331. Dropping questions 
would have resu lted  in a  d e c rea se  in the  coefficient; therefore, all 
questions were retained.
The a sse ssm e n t of the  construct relating to paren ts ' 
percep tions of how principals w ere actually involved in personnel 
selection and evaluation decisions at the  time of the  survey (Hg) 
utilized survey items 1, 18, 22, 26, 41, 50, and 60 a s  m easured  on 
the  current involvement scale . Analysis revealed a Cronbach Alpha 
coefficient of .8268. Dropping questions would have resulted  in a  
d e c re a se  in the  coefficient; therefore, all questions w ere retained.
The a sse ssm e n t of the construct relating to p a ren ts ' 
percep tions of the  principal's ideal level of involvem ent in 
personnel selection and evaluation decisions (Hg) utilized survey  
items item s 1, 18, 22, 26, 41, 50, and 60 a s  m easured  on the ideal 
or "should be involved” scale . Analysis revealed a  Cronbach Alpha 
coefficient of .8166. Dropping question 50 resulted  in an  increase  
in the coefficient to a  slightly higher maximum potential of .8344.
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Further analysis revealed  that dropping additional questions would 
have low ered the  coefficient; therefore, all rem aining questions 
w ere retained.
The a sse ssm e n t of the  construct relating to p a ren ts’ 
percep tions of how principals w ere actually involved in curricula 
decisions a t the time of the survey (Hg) utilized survey item s 6, 13, 
31, 35, 43, 53, and 56 a s  m easured on the current involvement scale. 
Analysis revealed a Cronbach Alpha coefficient of .8198. Dropping 
question 56 resulted in an  increase in the coefficient to a  maximum 
potential of .8251. Further analysis revealed that dropping 
additional questions would have lowered the  coefficient; therefore, 
all rem aining questions w ere retained.
The a sse ssm e n t of the  construct relating to p a ren ts’ 
percep tions of the principal’s  ideal level of involvem ent in curricula 
decisions (Hg) utilized survey items 6, 13, 31, 35, 43, 53, and  56 a s  
m easured  on the ideal or “should be involved" scale . Analysis 
revealed a  Cronbach Alpha coefficient of .8450. Dropping questions 
would have resulted in a  d e c rea se  in the coefficient; therefore, all 
questions w ere retained.
The a sse ssm e n t of the  construct relating to p a ren ts’ 
perceptions of how teachers were involved in budget decisions at 
the  time of the survey (H-j) utilized survey item s 4, 28, 51, 54, 58,
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and 59 a s  m easured  on the the current involvement scale . Analysis 
revealed a  Cronbach Alpha coefficient of .8053. Dropping question 
28 resulted in an increase  in the coefficient to a  slightly higher 
maximum potential of .8057. Further analysis revealed that dropping 
additional questions would have lowered the  coefficient; therefore, 
all rem aining questions were retained.
The a sse ssm e n t of the construct relating to p a ren ts’ 
perceptions of teach e rs ' ideal level of involvement in budget 
decisions (H-|) utilized survey items 4, 28, 51, 54, 58, and  59 a s  
m easured  on the ideal or "should be involved” scale . Analysis 
revealed a  C ronbach Alpha coefficient of .7114. Dropping question 4 
resulted  in an increase  in the coefficient to a slightly higher 
maximum potential of .7153. Further analysis revealed that 
dropping additional questions would have  lowered the  coefficient; 
therefore, all rem aining questions w ere retained.
The a sse ssm e n t of the construct relating to p aren ts’ 
perception of how teach ers  were involved in personnel selection and 
evaluation decisions at the time of the survey (H4) utilized survey  
items 12, 15, 24, 29, 34, 37, and 57 a s  m easured  on the current 
involvement scale . Analysts revealed a  Cronbach Alpha coefficient 
of .8449. Dropping questions would have resulted in a  decrease  in 
the  coefficient; therefore, all questions w ere retained.
69
T he a sse ssm e n t of the construct relating to p a ren ts’ 
percep tions of te a ch e rs ' ideal level of involvement in personnel 
selection and evaluation decisions (H4 ) utilized su rvey  item s item s 
12, 15, 24, 29, 34, 37, and 57 a s  m easured on the ideal or "should be 
involved" scale . Analysis revealed a  Cronbach Alpha coefficient of 
.8429. Dropping questions would have resulted in a  d ecrea se  in the 
coefficient; therefore, all questions were retained.
The a sse ssm e n t of the construct relating to p a ren ts’ 
perceptions of how teach e rs  w ere involved In curricula decisions at 
the time of the survey (H7 ) utilized survey item s 2, 7, 11, 19, 40,
45, and  47 a s  m easured  on the current Involvement scale . Analysis 
revealed a  Cronbach Alpha coefficient of .7794. Dropping questions 
would have resulted in a  d e c rea se  in the coefficient; therefore, all 
questions w ere retained.
The a sse ssm e n t of the  construct relating to paren ts ' 
percep tions of te a ch e rs’ ideal level of involvem ent in curricula 
decisions (H7 ) utilized survey items 2 , 7, 11, 19, 40, 45, and  47 a s  
m easured  on the ideal or “should be involved" scale . Analysis 
revealed a  Cronbach Alpha coefficient of .7949. Dropping questions 
would have resulted In a  d ec rea se  in the coefficient; therefore, all 
questions w ere retained.
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Gathering the Data
The principal of the each  school w as contacted by telephone to 
solicit support for the  study. The questionnaire w as printed and 
taken to each  school by one of three researchers involved in the 
th ree  parallel stud ies. The need to sam ple all representative paren t 
populations of the school w as m ade c lear to the principal, and  the 
principal's attention to th a t effort when choosing the  paren t sam ple 
w as solicited. The im portance of the principal’s  support w as 
forem ost; therefore, any direction that the principal su g g ested  in 
gathering survey information w as followed, if the principal m ade no 
alternative suggestions, the  questionnaire  w as adm inistered to the  
principal, responden ts w ere se lec ted  from the teach e r and paren t 
population a s  per the specified sam ple selection procedure, and  the 
questionnaire  w as adm inistered in person or left with the principal 
for the se lec ted  respondent.
Plan lor Analyzing the Data
The null form for each  hypotheses w as tes ted  for the purpose 
of statistical treatm ent in every c a se . This form s ta ted  that there  
will be no significant difference betw een population m eans, and  any 
difference found Is unimportant and  incidental. The hypo theses 
w ere s ta te d  in research  form, which s ta te s  expectations In positive
71
term s, in C hapter 1.
H ypotheses were m easured  through a  series of p h rases  from 
the questionnaire. The parents* perception of the  level of actual 
paren t participation and their estim ate  of the  ideal level of 
participation in decision making w as m easured  a s  follows:
1. H2 : in budget dec is ions-questionnaire  item s 8,17, 25, 38, 
52, and 55.
2. Hg: in personnel selection and  evaluation -questionnaire  
items 3, 5, 10, 14, 27, 32, and 36.
3. H8 : in curricula dec is io n s-q u estio n n a ire  item s: 20, 21,
23, 30, 42, 46, and 49.
The paren ts ' perception of the level of actual principal 
participation and their estim ate of the  ideal level of principal 
participation in decision making w as m easu red  a s  follows:
1. Hg: in budget decisions-questionnaire  item s 9,16, 33, 39, 
44, and 48.
2. Hg: in personnel selection and evaluation -questionnaire  
item s 1, 18, 22, 26, 41, 50, and 60.
3. Hd : in curricula dec is io n s-q u estio n n a ire  item s: 6 , 13, 31, 
35, 43, 53, and 56.
The paren ts ' perception of the level of actual teach e r 
participation and their estim ate of the ideal level of te a ch e r
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participation in decision making w as m easu red  a s  follows:
1. H-j: In budget dec isions-questionnaire  item s 4, 28, 51, 54, 
58, and 59.
2. H4 : in personnel selection and evaluation -questionnaire
items 12, 15, 24, 29, 34, 37, and 57.
3. Hy; In curricula d ec is ions-questionna ire  item s: 2, 7, 11,
19, 40, 45, and 47.
The Wilcoxon M atched Pairs-Signed Rank T est w as used  to tes t 
the hypotheses. The minimum accep tab le  level of significance w as 
p rese t at 0.05. The rationale for selecting this te s t w as that the 
da ta  gained from the survey instrum ent w as a t ordinal level, the 
sam e  individuals were a s se s s e d  using two scales, and  the  two 
a sse ssm e n ts  w ere dependent. The Statistical P ackage  for the 
Social S c ien ces  (SPSS) com puter g en era ted  statistical analysis 
program  w as used  to analyze the data . The analysis and 
interpretation of the results a re  reported in C hapter 4.
CHAPTER 4 
A nalysis and Interpretation
In trodu ction
In order to analyze the differences betw een the percep tions of 
paren ts in regard to actual and ideal levels of parent, teacher, and 
principal involvem ent in decisions that w ere m ade in elem entary  
schools In East T en n essee , a  questionnaire w as adm inistered in all 
125 elem entary schools in the First T en n essee  Region of the 
T en n e sse e  S tate  Departm ent of Education. The questionnaire w as 
provided to 1325 parents representing 3% of the  population of each  
of the  125 schools.
The analysis and interpretation of the data  obtained from the 
those  individuals who responded to the questionnaire  included 
sta tistical a s se s s m e n t of the reliability of the  questionnaire , the 
definition of the sam ple  in relation to the dem ographic information 
provided by those  completing surveys, and  figures providing visual 
descriptions. Also included w as the analysis of the te s ts  conducted 
on each  of the hypotheses sta ted  in C hapter 1. Tables with 
statistical analysis were p resen ted  with each  hypothesis. The 
hypo theses were sta ted  in research  form in C hapter 1 but were
7 3
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te s te d  in the  null form to determ ine if significant d ifferences 
betw een the perceptions of actual and ideal levels of involvement 
in the decisions described were present. The S P S S +  com puter 
program w as used  to analyze all data . All da ta  were en tered  into 
the com puter individually by keyboard rather than by a  scan  method. 
Finally, the data  analysis p resen ted  in the chapter w as sum m arized.
Information about the Sample
The opportunity to be included in the sam ple population of this 
study were provided to approximately 3% of the paren ts at each  of 
the 125 elem entary schools in the First T en n essee  Region of the 
T en n e sse e  S ta te  Departm ent of Education. A total of 1325 
questionnaires were distributed. Of those , 503 were returned, 
representing 38% of the total distributed. This num ber rep resen ted  
a  larger sam ple size than w as calculated as n ecessa ry  for applying 
findings to the targeted population. The 3% sam pling procedure w as 
determ ined in order to m eet the  se t requirem ents for an ad eq u a te  
sam ple  size, provide sufficient opportunities for resp o n se , and  
prevent skewing of the results toward small or large school sizes . 
The largest school in the sam ple, with a  student body of 899, w as 
Gray Elem entary School in W ashington County; the sm allest school 
w as E ast Cherokee Elementary in Sullivan County with a  studen t
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population of 39. The average  size of the elem entary schools in the 
targe t population a re a  w as 355 studen ts . Twenty-eight p a ren ts  or 
5.6%  of those responding to the survey were from schools with a 
s tuden t population less than 150. T hree hundred thirteen paren ts or 
62.2%  of those responding to the survey w ere from schools with a 
studen t population betw een 150 and 350. O ne hundred thirty-one _ 
paren ts or 26% of those responding to the survey were from schools 
with a  studen t population betw een 350 and 650. Thirteen paren ts 
or 2.6% of those responding to the survey were from schools with a 
studen t population g rea ter than 650. It w as im possible to 
determ ine the size of the school of 18 parents, or 3.6% respondents. 
The size of the elem entary schools rep resen ted  by those  paren ts 
who responded  to the survey is depicted in Figure 1.
P aren ts responding to the survey were asked  to com plete nine 
questions about them selves. The nine questions ask ed  the 
responden t's  gender, num ber of children in the  school, family sta tu s , 
race, educational level, family income, age, and the m anner in which 
he /she  had  provided service to the school. The last dem ographic 
question asked  w hether parent training had been  provided by the  
school and if so , requested  information regarding the  training. In 
addition, the paren ts were provided an opportunity to supply 
additional com m ents that would ad d ress  a re a s  not Included in the
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o b<3,6%5
Size of Schools
| <  150 
1 150-350
■  350-650 
E ]>650
■  Missing Data
Figure 1. Size of the schools
survey or any a rea  of parent participation in school decision making 
upon which the respondent wanted to elaborate. The sum m ary of the 
additional com m ents that the responden ts provided w as p resen ted  in 
th is section in both a  descriptive and  graphic format.
Gender of the Respondent
Of those responding to the survey, 429 or 85.3%  indicated 
their gender to be  fem ale while 67 or 13.3% indicated that they 
w ere male. Seven respondents did not indicate a  gender. The 
p e rcen tag es  of m ale and fem ale responden ts are  illustrated in 
Figure 2.
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Gender Of Respondents
I  Male |  Female |  No Response
Figure 2. G ender of the respondent
Number of Children In School
The responden ts were asked  to indicate the num ber of their 
children that w ere attending the school w here they were asked  to 
com plete the survey. Two hundred thirty-three (46.3%) responden ts 
indicated having only one child in the school w here they were asked  
to com plete the survey, while 155 (30.8%) reported two children in 
the school; 53 (10.5%) reported th ree  children in the school; six 
(1.2%) reported four children in the  school; five (1%) reported five 
children in the  school; and six (1.2%) reported six children in the 
school. Forty-five (8.9%) respondents did not indicate the num ber of 
their children who were in a ttendance  in the school w here they
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received the survey. Figure 3 illustrates the  pe rcen tag es of 
children in school reported by the respondents.
Number of Children In the School
■ 1 
■  2
■  3
H I 4 1.1%
■  s 1%
EH s 1.1%
S  No Response
Figure 3 . Number of children in the school
Fam lly_Status
R espondents were asked  to indicate a  family s ta tu s  in one of 
the  following categories; guardian, foster parent, tw o-parent hom e, 
single parent, or other family organization. Of the 492 paren ts 
responding to this question, nine (1.8%) indicated a  family s ta tu s  in 
which they were appointed guardian of a  child or children; 13 (2.6%) 
indicated foster paren t sta tus; 374 (74.2%) indicated their family 
s ta tu s  a s  a  two parent home; and 92 respondents (18.3%) indicated a  
single paren t hom e status. Six respondents (1%) indicated o ther for
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family s ta tu s , such  a s  tem porary custody or living with a  relative 
o ther than a  parent. Eleven failed to respond to the family s ta tu s  
question of the dem ographic page. A prevalent num ber of responses 
to the  survey cam e from two-parent hom es, but w hether the 
p e rcen tag es  of respondents based  on family s ta tu s  w as atypical of 
the population of a  given school w as not determ ined in the study. 
The p ercen tag es of family s ta tu s  categories reported by the 
responden ts a re  illustrated in Figure 4.
Family Status |
|  Guardian 1.8%
I  Foster Parent 2.6%  
■  Two Parent Home 
HD Single Parent 
B o t h e r  1%
ES No Response 2.2%
Figure 4. Family sta tus
Race of Respondents
R esponden ts reported their race in one of the following 
categories: Hispanic, American Indian, Black, C aucasian, or Other.
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Of the 484 paren ts who responded to this question, 11 (2.2%) 
indicated their race a s  Hispanic; 13 (2.6%) indicated their race  a s  
American Indian; 24 (4.8%) indicated their race a s  Black; 430 
(85.5%) indicated their race a s  C aucasian; and six (1.2%) indicated 
their race  a s  som ething other than w as offered a s  choices. Twenty- 
eight (3.8%) paren ts did not respond to the dem ographic question 
regarding their race. The respondents were predom inantly 
C aucasian, but w hether the percen tages of responden ts based  on 
race  w as uncharacteristic of the population of a  given school w as 
not determ ined in the study. The percen tages of race in categories 
reported by the respondents are  illustrated in Figure 5.
I  Hispanic 2.2%
B  American Indian 2.6%  
B Black 
[ H  Caucasian 
Bother 1.2%
Figure 5 . R ace of the respondent
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Educational Level of R espondents
R espondents were asked  to indicate an educational level in one 
of the  following categories: less than high school, high school 
graduate or GED, som e college, college degree, advanced college 
degree, or other. Of the 488 parents responding to this question,
34 (6.8%) Indicated an  educational level of less than high school;
155 (30.8%) reported having a  high school diploma or GED 
certificate; 117 (23.3%) indicated having som e college credit in 
addition to graduating from high school; 118 (23.5%) reported 
graduating from college; and 57 (11.3%) reporting having obtained an 
advanced college degree. Seven (1.4%) respondents indicated 
ano ther type of educational level, such  a s  vocational training or 
pilot training, that did not fall into one of the dem ographic 
ca tego ries listed. Fifteen (3%) responden ts failed to list an  
educational level. The educational levels by category a s  reported by 
the  responden ts a re  illustrated in Figure 6 .
Family Income
R espondents were asked  to indicate an educational level in one 
of the  following categories: less than  $10,000; $10,000-$19,999;
$20 ,000-$29 ,999; $30,000-$39,999; $40,000-$49,999; and  g rea te r  
than $50,000. Of the 475 parents responding to this question, 53
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| Educational Level j
I  < than H.S.
■  H.S. DIploma/GED
■  Some College 
H ]  College Degree 
I  Advanced College Degree 
33 Other 1.4%
H  No Response 3%
Figure 6. Educational level of respondents 
(10.5%) indicated a  family income of less than $10,000; 77 (15.3%) 
indicated a  family income of $10,000-$19,999; 77 (15.3%) 
indicated a family incom e of $20,000-$29,999; 85 (16.9%) indicated 
a  family incom e of $30,000-$39,999; 51 (10.1%) indicated a  family 
income of $40,000-$49,999; and one hundred 32 (26.2%) indicated a 
family incom e of g rea ter than $50,000. Twenty-eight (5.6%) paren ts 
who com pleted the survey did not respond to this dem ographic 
question. The percen tages of family income by category a s  reported 
by the  responden ts are  illustrated In Figure 7.
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Family Income |
■  < $10,000 
1 10000-19999 
■ 2 0 0 0 0 * 2 9 9 9 9  
H I 30000-39999
■  40000-49999
■  >50000 
H  No Response
Figure 7. Family income
A ge
R esponden ts reported their ag e  In one of th e  following 
categories: le ss  than 20, 20-29, 30-39, 40-49, 50-59, and  60-69. 
Seven respondents (1.4%) reported their age  to be in the less than 20 
years category; 56 (11.1%) reported their ag e  to be in the 20-29 
y ears  category; 245 (48.7%) reported their ag e  to be in the 30-39
y ears  category; 142 (28.2%) reported their age  to be in the 40-49
y ears  category; eight (1.6%) reported their age  to be in the 50-59
years  category; and 22 (4.4%) reported their age  to be in the 60-69
years  category. Twenty-three (4,6%) failed to list an age  for the 
dem ographic question. The percen tages a re  illustrated in Figure 8 .
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■ <20 
> 2 0 - 2 9
■  30-39  
E ]  40-49
■  50-59 
I S 60-69
■  No Response
Figure 8. Age of the respondent
Service To School
R espondents were asked  to report the m anner in which they 
had provided service to the  school where their children were in 
a ttendance  by indicating if they w ere a  regular volunteer, a  room 
parent, a  m em ber of the school decision-making team , a  m em ber of 
the school paren t-teacher organization, an officer of the 
p a ren t-teach er organization, or if they provided serv ice  to the 
school In ano ther m anner. Thirty-five (7%) paren ts responding to 
the  question indicated that they w ere regular volunteers only; 26 
(5.2%) indicated that they were room paren ts only; 15 (3%) indicated 
that they w ere a  m em ber of the decision-making team  for the
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school; 71 (14.1%) Indicated that they w ere m em bers of the parent- 
teach e r organization ; and  five (1%) indicated that they were an  
officer of the  paren t-teacher organization. Of those  paren ts  who 
responded  to the  survey, 282 (56.1%) indicated that they provided 
serv ice to their child's school in more than one of the  categories 
p resen ted . Sixty-nine (13.7%) responding paren ts either indicated 
that they provided no volunteer serv ices to the school of any kind or 
failed to a d d re ss  this dem ographic question.
Training Provided By The School
T he final dem ographic question asked  paren ts to indicate if 
the  school provided training for paren ts. The three choices for 
training were: paren t volunteer training, school decision-m aking
training, and any other training for paren ts that w as provided. One 
hundred forty-six (29%) responden ts indicated that their schools 
provided som e form of volunteer training for paren ts. Only 22 (4.4%) 
resp o n d en ts  indicated that their schoo ls provided decision-m aking 
training for p a ren ts involved in decision-m aking team s. Thirty-two 
(6.4%) indicated that som e other type of training, such  a s  Red C ross 
training, cardiopulm onary resuscita tion  training, or parenting  
training, w as provided a t their school. The vast majority of 
respondents, 303 (60.2%), reported that they had no knowledge of
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training of any type that w as provided to paren ts by their schools. 
The percen tages of training by category a s  reported by the 
responden ts are  illustrated in Figure 9.
Training Provided By Schools |
I  Volunteer 
I  Decision-Making 
H  Other 
EO No Training
Figure 9 . Training provided by schools
Open-Ended Parent Comment Section
P aren ts w ere provided an opportunity to com m ent on the study, 
clarify re sp o n ses  to any item, add additional information, or m ake 
any other comm ent. A large num ber of respondents, 214 (42.5%) of 
the  503 total responden ts, took the extra time to write com m ents. 
Many of the parents wrote extensive com m ents and even added 
additional p ag es  to the section in order to m ake clear their feelings 
and attitudes about parent involvement in the local school. The
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com m ent section  w as an especially  interesting and informative part 
of the questionnaire. Many of these  parent com m ents would also 
benefit future refinem ent of the  survey instrum ent.
P aren ts utilized the  open-ended  section In the following ways;
1. To com m ent on an individual question in regard to 
attem pting to discover the researcher’s  true m eaning or intent.
2. To com m ent on the appropriateness of a  question in regard 
to attem pting to answ er.
3. To suggest that paren ts’ perceptions of the  central office 
role in decision making should be included in the survey.
4. To provide specific exam ples of curricular issu es in which 
paren ts should either be  autonom ous or actively involved.
5. To provide specific exam ples of w ays in which paren ts 
should be actively involved in teacher and  principal evaluations.
6 . To provide specific exam ples of personnel selection, 
including custodial workers and instructional aids, in which p aren ts  
should be actively Involved.
7. To sug g est that parents should be actively involved in the 
d isbursem ents of funds raised by parent groups and that paren ts ' 
perceptions of n eed s  should be taken into account in the 
d isbursem ents of other funds raised a t the  school level.
8. To suggest that parents should be actively involved in
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policy decisions regarding grading, discipline, c la ss  p lacem ent, and 
zoning.
9. To suggest that parents should be consulted in budget 
developm ent a t the school level.
10. To suggest that paren ts are  not professional educa to rs and 
that decision making should be left to the professionals.
11. To connect paren ts ' active involvem ent in school activities 
and  decision making to the su c ce ss  of their children in school.
12. To exp ress appreciation and approval of the schools their 
children attended; the  schools th a t drew th ese  types of com m ents 
w ere m ost frequently described a s  warm, nurturing, and  child- 
o rien ted .
13. To express disapproval of the schools their children 
a ttended; the schools that drew th ese  types of com m ents w ere m ost 
frequently described  a s  unresponsive to paren ts ' and children 's 
needs.
14. To suggest that parents and  children be given the 
opportunity to com plete a  report card on their schools and school 
sy s tem s at the end of each  academ ic year.
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Hypotheses Analysis
The hypotheses were sta ted  in research  form in C hapter 1; 
however, all hypotheses were tested  in the null form. The Wilcoxon 
M atched Pairs-Signed Ranked T ests w ere used  to analyze each  
hypothesis. All hypotheses were tes ted  at the .05 level of 
significance using a  two-tailed test.
H ypothesis 1
H-j: A significant difference ex ists  be tw een  p a ren ts ' 
perceptions of the actual and ideal am ounts of involvem ent teach e rs  
should have in the budgetary p rocess in elem entary schools.
(H-|: § =p-j - p2 > °)
Hq: No significant difference exists betw een p a ren ts ' 
perceptions of the actual and  ideal am ounts of involvement teach e rs  
should have in the budgetary p rocess in elem entary schools.
(H0 : § = p 1 - n2 = 0)
P a ren ts  reported a significant difference betw een their 
perceptions of the actual and ideal levels of teach e r involvem ent in 
budgetary p ro cesses of elem entary schools. The Wilcoxon M atched 
Pairs-Signed Ranked T est w as used  to analyze the null hypothesis at 
the  .05 level of significance using a two-tailed test. The size  (q) of 
the respondent group w as 457. The m ean rank for the  positive ranks 
or w here the ideal levels of involvement w ere g rea te r than  the
90
actual level w as 233.18. The m ean rank for the negative ranks or 
w here the  ideal levels of involvement were less than the  actual 
levels w as 117.81. The z. s ta tis tic  of -10 .4974 w as significant at 
the  .05 level of significance; thus the null hypothesis (H0 : § = ^  - 
l i2  = 0) w as rejected. The a  the m eans, z ,  and level of significance 
a re  p resen ted  in Table 1.
Table 1
n. Mean Ranks, z. and Level of Significance Between Parents*
B udaetarv D ecsio n s in Elem entary Schools
a
Mean Ranks 
P o s itiv e  N egative Z a
457 2 3 3 .1 8  117.81 -1 0 .4 9 7 4 < 0.0005
H ypothesis 2
A significant difference ex is ts  betw een p a ren ts ' 
perceptions of the actual and ideal am ounts of involvement they 
should have in the budgetary p rocess in elem entary schools.
(H2 : § - n2 > 0)
Hq : No significant difference ex ists betw een  p a ren ts ' 
perceptions of the actual and ideal am ounts of involvement they 
should have in the budgetary p rocess in elem entary schools.
(H0 : § = p 1 - p2 = 0)
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P aren t reported a  significant difference betw een their 
perceptions of the  actual and  ideal levels of their involvem ent in 
budgetary p ro cesses  of elem entary schools. The Wilcoxon M atched 
Pairs-S igned Ranked T est w as used  to analyze the null hypothesis at 
the .05 level of significance using a  two-tailed test. The size (q) of 
the respondent group w as 460. The m ean rank for the positive ranks 
or w here the  ideal levels of involvement w ere g rea ter than  the 
actual level w as 230.47. The m ean rank for the negative ranks or 
where the  ideal levels of involvement were less than the  actual 
levels w as 179.41. The z. sta tis tic  of -4 .5864 w as significant at 
the .05 level of significance; thus the null hypothesis (Hq: § = p-| - 
P 2 = 0) w as rejected. The a the m eans, & and  level of significance 
are  p resented  in Table 2.
Table 2
n. Mean Ranks, z. and Level of Significance Between P aren ts’ 
Perceptions of P aren ts ' Actual and Ideal Levels of Involvement in 
Budgetary D ecisions in Elementary Schools
Mean Ranks
H P o s itiv e  N egative z. £
4 6 0 230.47 179.41 -4 .5 8 6 4 < 0,0005
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Hypothesis_3
H3 : A significant difference ex is ts  betw een p a re n ts’ 
perceptions of the actual and  ideal am ounts of involvement that 
principals should have in the budgetary p rocess in elem entary 
schools. (H3 : § - M-2 > °)
Hq \ No s ig n if ic a n t d iffe ren c e  e x is ts  b e tw ee n  p a r e n t s ’ 
p e rcep tio n s  of the  ac tual and  ideal am ounts of involvem ent t h a t  
p rin c ip a ls  should  have in th e  budgetary  p ro c e ss  in e le m e n ta ry  
schools, (HQ: § = - p2 = 0)
P aren ts  reported a  significant difference betw een their 
perceptions of the principal's actual and  ideal levels of involvem ent 
in budgetary p ro cesses  of elem entary schools. The Wilcoxon 
M atched Pairs-Signed Ranked T est w as used  to analyze the null 
hypothesis at the .05 level of significance using a two-tailed test. 
The size (q )  of the respondent group was 464. The m ean rank for the 
positive ranks or w here the ideal levels of involvement w ere 
g rea ter than the actual level w as 235.85. The m ean rank for the 
negative ranks or w here the ideal levels of involvement w ere less 
than the actual levels w as 95.39. The 2. s ta tis tic  of -17 .5420  w as 
significant a t the .05 level of significance; thus the  null hypothesis 
(H0 : § = p.| - p2 = °) w as rejected. The a the m eans, £, and  level of 
significance a re  p resen ted  in Table 3.
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Table 3
n. M ean.R anks. z. and Level of Sianificance_Between P aren ts’ 
P erceptions of Principal’s  Actual a n d Jd e a L L e v e ls  of Involvement In 
Budgetary Decisions in Elem entary Schools
Mean Ranks
n  P o s itiv e  N egative z. £
4 6 4  235.35 9 5 .39  -1 7 .5 4 2 0  < 0.0005
MyBg.ttl9.§ig—4.
H4 ; A significant difference ex ists betw een parents* 
perceptions of the actual and ideal am ounts of involvement that 
teach e rs  should have regarding personnel decisions in e lem entary  
schools. (H4 : § > 0)
Hg; No significant difference ex ists betw een p a re n ts ’ 
perceptions of the actual and ideal am ounts of involvement teach e rs  
should have regarding personnel decisions in elem entary  schools. 
(H0; § = p-j - p2 = 0)
P a ren ts  reported  a  significant difference betw een  their 
perceptions of teachers ' actual and  ideal levels of involvem ent in 
personnel decisions of elem entary schools. The Wilcoxon M atched 
Pairs-Signed Ranked T est w as used  to analyze the null hypothesis at 
the  .05 level of significance using a  two-tailed test. The size  (q) of 
the respondent group w as 444. The m ean rank for the positive ranks
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or w here the ideal levels of involvement were g rea te r than  the 
actual level w as 200.31. The m ean rank for the negative ranks or 
w here the  ideal levels of involvement w ere less  than  the  actual 
levels w as 59.79. The z. s ta tis tic  of -16 .8146 w as significant a t 
the  .05 level of significance; thus the  null hypothesis (H0 : § = p-j - 
p 2 = 0) w as rejected. The a, the m eans, & and level of significance 
are  p resen ted  in Table 4.
Table 4
n. M ean Ranks, z. and  Level of Significance Between P aren ts’ 
Perceptions of T each ers’ Actual and Ideal Levels of Involvement in 
Personnel Decisions in_ Elem entary Schools
Mean Ranks
n  P o s itiv e  N egative  z. B
4 4 4  200.31 5 9 .7 9  -1 6 .8 1 4 6  <0 .0005
H ypothesis 5
H5 : A significant difference ex ists betw een parents* 
perceptions of the actual and ideal am ounts of involvement they 
should have regarding personnel decisions in elem entary schools.
(H5: § =Mi * p2 > °)
Hq : No significant difference ex ists be tw een  p a ren ts ' 
perceptions of the actual and  ideal am ounts of Involvement they
95
should have regarding personnel decisions in elem entary schools.
( H q :  §  =  P -i -  P 2  =  0 )
P aren ts  reported a  significant difference betw een their 
perceptions of actual and  ideal levels of their involvem ent in 
personnel decisions of elem entary schools. The Wilcoxon M atched 
Pairs-Signed Ranked T est w as used  to analyze the null hypothesis at 
the .05 level of significance using a  two-tailed test. The size  (o) of 
the  respondent group w as 464. The m ean rank for the positive ranks 
or w here the ideal levels of involvement w ere g rea te r than the 
actual level w as 213.42. The m ean rank for the negative ranks or 
w here the Ideal levels of Involvement were less than the actual 
levels w as 78.42. The £  s ta tistic  of -17.6133 w as significant at 
the  .05 level of significance; thus the null hypothesis {H0 : § = p-j - 
p 2 = 0) was rejected. The a  the m eans, z, and  level of significance 
a re  p resen ted  In Table 5.
Table 5
n. M ean Ranks, z. and Level of Significance Between P a ren ts’ 
Percep tions of P a ren ts’ Actual and  Ideal Levels of Involvement in 
Personnel Decisions ln_ Elem entary Schools
Mean Ranks
a  P o s itiv e  N egative z. p
4 6 4  213.42 7 8 .4 2  -1 7 .6 1 3 3  < 0 .0005
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H ypothesis 6
t^g: A significant difference ex ists betw een p a re n ts ’ 
perceptions of the  actual and  ideal am ounts of involvement 
principals should have regarding personnel decisions in elem entary  
schools. (H6 : § ~\l] - p2 > °)
Hq *. No significant difference ex ists betw een  p a ren ts ' 
perceptions of the actual and ideal am ounts of involvement 
principals should have regarding personnel decisions in elem entary  
schools. <H0 : § = • t*2 = 0)
P a ren ts  reported a  significant difference betw een their 
percep tions of actual and  ideal levels of the principal's Involvement 
In personnel decisions of elem entary schools. The Wilcoxon M atched 
Pairs-Signed Ranked T est w as used  to analyze the null hypothesis at 
the .05 level of significance using a  two-tailed test. The size (q) of 
the  respondent group w as 464. The m ean rank for the positive ranks 
or w here the ideal levels of involvement were g rea te r than the 
actual level w as 219.98. The m ean rank for the negative ranks or 
w here the  ideal levels of involvement were less  than the actual 
levels w as 195.91. The z. s ta tistic  of -5 .5594  w as significant a t 
the  .05 level of significance; thus the null hypothesis (H0 : § = -
p 2 = 0) w as rejected. The a  the m eans, z ,  and  level of significance 
are  p resen ted  in Table 6.
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Table 6
n, Mean Ranks, z. and Level of Significance Betw een P aren ts’ 
Perceptions of Principals' Actual and  Ideal Levels of Involvement in
Personnel Decisions in E em entarv Schools
n
Mean Ranks 
P o s itiv e  N egative z. &
4 4 3 219.98 195.91 -5 .5 5 9 4 <0.0005
idypgiti9.sis_7.
Hf .  A significant difference ex ists be tw een  p a ren ts ' 
perceptions of the  actual and ideal am ounts of involvem ent teach e rs  
should have in curricular decisions In elem entary schools.
(H-j: § = P !  - n2  > °)
Hq : No significant difference exists betw een p a ren ts ' 
perceptions of the actual and  ideal am ounts of involvement 
tea ch e rs  should have in curricular decisions in e lem entary  schools.
(Hy: § = - P2  = 0 )
P a ren ts  reported  a  significant difference betw een their 
perceptions of actual and ideal levels of teach e rs ' involvement in 
curricular decisions of elem entary schools. The Wilcoxon M atched 
Pairs-Signed Ranked T est w as used  to analyze the null hypothesis at 
the  .05 level of significance using a  two-tailed test. The size  (o) of 
the respondent group w as 459. The m ean rank for the positive ranks
98
or w here the ideal levels of involvement were g rea te r than the 
actual level w as 206.52. The m ean rank for the negative ranks or 
w here the ideal levels of involvement were less  than the actual 
levels w as 127.51. The z. s ta tistic  of -14.6642 w as significant a t 
the  .05 level of significance; thus the null hypothesis (H0 : § = p-j - 
= 0) w as rejected. The n  the m eans,_g, and  level of significance 
are  p resen ted  in Table 7.
Table 7
n. Mean Ranks, z. and Level of Significance Between P a ren ts1
Curricular D ecisions in Elem entarv Schools
a
Mean Ranks 
P o s itiv e  N egative z. U
4 5 9 206.52 127.51 -1 4 .6 6 4 2 <0.0005
H ypothesis 8
Hg: A significant difference ex ists be tw een  p a ren ts ' 
perceptions of the  actual and  ideal am ounts of involvement they 
should have in curricular decisions in elem entary schools,
{Hs : § =p1 - n2 > 0)
Hq : No significant difference ex ists betw een p a ren ts ' 
perceptions of the actual and  ideal am ounts of involvement they
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should have in curricular decisions in elem entary  schools.
(H0 : § = - H2 = 0)
P aren ts  reported a  significant difference betw een  their 
perceptions of actual and  ideal levels of their involvem ent in 
curricular decisions of elem entary  schools. The Wilcoxon M atched 
Pairs-Signed Ranked T est w as u sed  to analyze the null hypothesis at 
the .05 level of significance using a  two-tailed test. The size (q) of 
the respondent group w as 471. The m ean rank for the  positive ranks 
or w here the ideal levels of involvement w ere g rea te r than  the 
actual level w as 236.63. The m ean rank for the negative ranks or 
w here the  ideal levels of involvement were less  than the  actual 
levels w as 84.00. The z. s ta tistic  of -18 .6220 w as significant at 
the .05 level of significance; thus the null hypothesis (Hq: § = -
p 2 = 0) w as rejected. The a  the m eans, z , and level of significance 
are  p resen ted  in Table 8.
Table 8
n. M ean Ranks, z. and Level of Significance Between Parents* 
Perceptions of ParentsLA ctual and  Ideal Levels of Involvement in 
Curricular Decisions in E lem entary Schools
Mean Ranks
q  P o s itiv e  N egative z. &
471 236.63 8 4 .0 0 -1 8 .6 2 2 0 < 0.0005
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H ypothesis 9
Hg: A significant difference ex ists be tw een  p a ren ts ' 
perceptions of the  actual and ideal am ounts of involvement
principals should have in curricular decisions in e lem entary  schools.
(Hg : § =h1 - p2 > 0)
Hq : No significant difference ex ists betw een p a ren ts ' 
perceptions of the  actual and ideal am ounts of involvement
principals should have In curricular decisions in e lem entary  schools.
(H0:§  = ( i i -H2 = 0)
P a re n ts  rep o rted  a  s ig n if ic an t d iffe re n c e  b e tw ee n  th e i r  
pe rcep tions of actual and ideal levels of p rincipals ' involvem ent in  
cu rricu lar decisions of e lem en tary  schools. The W ilcoxon M atched 
P airs-S igned  Ranked T est w as used  to analyze the null hypo thesis a t  
the .05 level of sign ificance using a  tw o-tailed  tes t. The s ize  (n) o f  
the  responden t group w as 464. The m ean rank for the positive ran k s  
or w here  the  ideal levels of involvem ent w ere g re a te r  than  th e  
actual level w as 203.62. The m ean rank for the negative ranks o r  
w here th e  ideal levels of involvem ent w ere le s s  than  the  a c tu a l  
levels w as 128.24. The z. s ta tis tic  o f -11 .8554  w as sign ifican t a t  
the  .05 level of significance; thus the null hypo theses (H0 :§  = p 1 • 
p 2 - 0 )  w as re jected . The a  the m eans, and level of s ig n if ic a n c e  
are  p resen ted  in Table 9.
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Table 9
N. M ean Ranks. z. and Level of Significance Between Parents* 
P ercep tions of Principals' Actual and  Ideal Levels of Involvement In
C u rrcu la r D ecisions in Elem entary Schools
a
Mean Ranks 
P o s itiv e  N egative z P
4 6 4 203.62 128 .24 -1 1 .8 5 5 4 <0.0005
Summary of the Data Analysis
Statistical a sse ssm e n t of the  reliability of the  questionnaire  
found it reliable. The dem ographic information provided by those  
completing surveys provided a  definition of the  sam ple  a s  regards 
gender, race, age, income, family sta tus , num ber of children in the 
school, school size, and education level. The null form for each  
hypothesis w as tes ted  and  w as rejected in every ca se . A significant 
difference w as found to exist betw een p a ren ts’ perceptions of the 
actual and  ideal levels of the involvement of teach e rs , principals, 
and  paren ts in decision making in the  a re a s  of budget, curriculum, 
and personnel.
CHAPTER 5
Summary, Findings, Conclusions,
Implications, And Recomm endations
Introduction
This chap ter sum m arizes, analyzes, and  interprets the d a ta  
obtained from the findings of this research  study and d iscu sses  the 
conclusions and implications. In addition, this ch ap te r identifies 
possib le  topics for further study.
Summary of Procedures
The primary purpose of this study w as to identify the extent 
to which paren ts perceived them selves to be involved in the school 
level decision-m aking p rocess and  com pare that perceived level of 
involvem ent to the  extent of involvement that the paren ts felt w as 
n e ce ssa ry  to m ake effective school-based  decisions.
A sixty-item questionnaire  in tended to m easu re  e igh teen  
se p a ra te  constructs gathered  data  n ecessa ry  for drawing 
conclusions in regard to the actual and ideal levels of involvement 
paren ts perceived for them selves, teach e rs , and principals in 
decision making in the a re a s  of budget, personnel selection and 
evaluation, and curriculum. A total of 1325 questionnaires were
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delivered to the 125 elem entary schools in the First T en n essee  
Region of the T en n essee  Departm ent of Education. A total of 503 
questionnaires or approxim ately 38% w ere returned, providing an 
adequa te  sam ple b ase  for analyzing and interpreting the data. Data 
were collected over a  period of six w eeks. The data  were 
statistically  analyzed  with the S P S S  com puter sta tistical da ta  
analysis program . The statistical te s t used  to analyze the d a ta  w as 
the Wilcoxon M atched Pairs-Signed Ranks Test.
Findings
The nine null hypotheses were tes ted  for significance at the 
.05 level. All nine hypotheses were rejected. P aren ts in the public 
schools of E ast T en n e sse e  reported a  significant difference well 
beyond the .05 level betw een their perceptions of the  actual and 
ideal levels of involvement in all types of decisions m ade in E ast 
T en n essee  Elementary Schools a s  m easured  in this study. Paren ts 
advocated  an increase  in their level of involvement in decision 
making a s  well a s  an  increase  in the levels of involvement of both 
tea ch e rs  and  principals.
Findings a re  sum m arized  under each  m ajor ca tegory  stu d ied : 
budget, personnel, and curriculum.
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iucigel
P aren ts  clearly believed that teachers , paren ts, and  principals 
should have more involvement In any budget decisions m ade in the 
elem entary  schools. Paren ts believed that for all three groups, the 
difference in the  perceived actual and  ideal levels of involvem ent in 
decision making in budget decisions w as significant a t well beyond 
the .05 level.
Personnel
P aren ts  clearly believed tha t tea ch e rs , paren ts, and  principals 
should have more involvement in any personnel decisions m ade in 
the  elem entary  schools. P aren ts believed that for all th ree  groups 
the  difference in the perceived actual and  ideal levels of 
involvement in decision making In personnel decisions w as 
significant at well beyond the .05 level.
C urricu lum
P aren ts clearly believed that teachers , paren ts, and  principals 
should have more involvement in any curricular decisions m ade in 
the  elem entary  schools. P aren ts believed tha t for all th ree  groups 
the difference in the perceived actual and  ideal levels of 
involvem ent in decision m aking in curricular decisions w as 
significant a t well beyond the .05 level.
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T able  10 provides a  com bined d escrip tio n  of the  a n a ly s is  
supporting  findings.
Table 10
Areas. Positions. Mean Ranks._Difference Between Ranks, z. and n_of 
P a ren ts’ Perceptions of Actual and Ideal Levels of Involvement in 
D ec is lo n sJn  Elem entary Schools
Mean Ranks
Positive** Negative* Difference z N
Budget Teacher 233.16 117.81 115.37 -10.4974 457
Parent 230.47 179.41 51.06 -4.5864 460
Principal 235.35 95.39 139.96 •17.5420 464
Personnel Teacher 200.31 59.79 140.52 -16.8146 444
Parent 213.42 78.42 135.00 -17.6133 464
Principal 219.96 195.91 24.07 -5.5594 464
Curriculum Teacher 206.52 127.51 79.01 -14.6642 459
Parent 236.63 84.00 152.63 -18.6220 471
Principal 203.62 128.24 75.38 -11.8554 464
‘ Ideal level of involvement was greater than the actual level 
* Ideal level of involvement was less than the actual level
The open-ended  com m ent section of the survey clarified and 
s treng thened  the  findings reached  through statistical analysis of 
the d a ta  that w as gathered . P aren ts obviously felt the  need  for 
more op en n ess on the part of elem entary school teachers and 
principals in allowing paren t participation In decision making. Their
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view s also  clearly supported G oodlad 's research  (1984) that 
primary decision-m aking authority a t the  school level in the hands 
of paren ts, teachers , and  the principal rather than at a  centralized 
system  level w as preferred by parents. O ne paren t's  com m ents 
reflected the opinions of others a s  sh e  sta ted , 1 would like to s e e  a  
PTO that consisted  of the  board, the principal, and teach e rs  that 
jointly m ade decisions regarding fundraisers, pu rch ases, 
curriculum, and how textbooks are  used. School boards are  just too 
far rem oved and  the organization is too formal to really ad d re ss  
paren t concerns and provide real input. It [involvement and decision 
making] m ust be done a t the local school level.” Another sta ted , 
“only th o se  individuals at the school know what is b e s t [for the 
children]; ...central office adm inistrators rarely work in the  schools 
or talk with paren ts about their feelings and the [needs of the] 
child.”
P aren ts a lso  com m ented that paren ts In particular n eed ed  
m ore authority over a variety of decisions m ade In local schools; 
“P aren ts I believe should have more participation in policy decision, 
such  a s  grading, disciplinary actions, and  the placing of children in 
g rades. P aren ts should also have more say  in the zoning policies of 
the system .” Another com m ented, “I feel paren ts should be more 
Involved In the  evaluation p rocess of school personnel....! also
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believe paren ts should be able to help decide on custodial personnel 
since th ese  individuals are  around our children throughout the  day. 
This should a lso  apply for instructional a ss is ta n ts .”
Also ad d ressed  by com m ents of several paren ts w as the time 
consum ing nature of shared  decision making; one sta ted  “a s  much a s  
I ag ree  with the idea that paren ts should be involved with local 
school personnel to m ake policies that work for the  particular 
school, I just don’t know if I would serve on a  council b ecau se  of the 
time it would take. I already spend several hours a  w eek on school 
activities; adding m ore would be hard .” Throughout all the 
com m ents m ade by parents, even those half dozen who sta ted  they 
did not believe paren ts should be involved at all in policy decisions 
regarding curriculum, personnel, and budget, a  strong comm itm ent 
to and  desire  for p a ren ts’ involvement in activities of the  schoo ls 
w as evident. Predominantly, however, paren ts indicated in their 
com m ents a  willingness and desire to be meaningfully involved in 
policy decisions a s  well a s  sim pler school activities.
C onclu sion s
T he following conclusions concerning the  p a ren ts ' perceptions 
of involvem ent In decision making in elem entary schools w ere b ased  
on the findings of this research;
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1. P aren ts are  not involved in important decisions in regard  to 
budget, personnel, and curriculum to the extent they feel is 
n e ce ssa ry .
2. P aren ts want an increased  level of involvement in decisions 
involving budget, personnel, and  curriculum.
3. P aren ts believe that teachers are  not involved to a  high 
degree  in many decisions regarding budget, personnel, and 
cu rricu lu m .
4. P aren ts believe that teachers should be actively involved in 
all decisions regarding budget, personnel, and  curriculum.
5. P aren ts  believe that principals, although more involved 
than paren ts and  teachers, a re  not adequately  Involved in many 
decisions regarding budget, personnel, and  curriculum.
6. P aren ts believe that principals should be actively involved 
in all decisions regarding budget, personnel, and curriculum.
Im p lic a t io n s
T h ese  implications followed from the study:
The data  analysis revealed a  vast discrepancy in m any schools 
betw een what the school personnel believes is offered a s  parent 
opportunities for involvement and what paren ts perceive is 
available to them . Inadequate comm unication betw een p aren ts  and
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the school is, then, one obstacle to the effective involvement of 
paren ts in decision making.
P aren ts want to be Involved in their children 's schools, and 
they a re  a  vital elem ent in successful schools and  successfu l 
children. T he school b ea rs  the responsibility for ensuring tha t Its 
paren ts are  given the opportunity to be involved.
The school and school system  b ear the responsibility for the 
training of all stakeho lders n e ce ssa ry  for effective paren t 
involvement in education. Even paren ts recognized in their 
com m ents th a t without a  m ethod for involvem ent, ineffective 
results can occur: “Parental involvement can be a  double-edged 
sword. P aren ts  can be helpful in offering good thoughts and 
suggestions, but when there  are  so  many different ideas coming 
from all directions, not too much can  be accom plished."
While the schoo l's  responsibility is to allow and encourage  
paren t involvement, the paren t's  responsibility is to respond  with a 
willingness to be  involved. The com m ents of m any paren ts referred 
to this duality, a s  in this succinct response: “The problem is g e tt in g  
p aren ts  to participateII"
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R ecom m endations
Underlying the following recom m endations is the  belief tha t 
the  schools and school system s, b ecau se  of their professional 
s ta tu s  a s  opposed  to paren ts ' lay sta tus, m ust provide the  im petus 
for initiating and implementing the ch an g es perceived a s  n ecessa ry  
by all stakeholders.
it is recom m ended that all school system s not already doing so 
establish  a  procedure to a s s e s s  the read iness of the  school’s 
stakeholders to participate in shared  decision making a s  an 
alternative m anagem ent style that can  achieve school Improvement. 
All stakeholders, including parents, should be included in the 
a sse ssm e n t phase .
Upon completion of the read iness a sse ssm en t, a  com prehensive 
implementation plan should be developed. This plan m ust include a  
realistic timeline and  a  m ethod for selecting governing 
representatives. The plan m ust provide for a  gradual and  thorough 
m ovem ent from a centralized to a  school-level shared  
decision-m aking m anagem en t struc tu re .
It is recom m ended that all schools tha t initiate school-level 
sh a red  decision making also establish  training for all involved, 
teach e rs , adm inistrators, and  paren ts. Only through training will 
this m anagem ent style be successfully im plem ented. In addition,
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effective training will potentially le ssen  th e  tim e council m em bers 
m ust spend  in decision-making sess ions . In the com m ent section of 
the survey, one paren t ad d ressed  this issue  of training: ul think that 
p a ren t’s  participation in any part of their child 's education  is 
extrem ely important. On the other hand, there is so  m uch in the  fine 
lines that paren ts do not realize is in the p rocess. P aren ts need  to 
be educated  a s  well if they are going to be voicing opinions and 
getting involved m ore with their children before trying to tell 
som eone, with the experience and training, how to do som ething. We 
a s  paren ts have to realize it is more than an opinion; it is extrem e 
d e d ic a tio n .”
It is recom m ended that the schools strive for improved 
comm unication betw een parents and the school. One parent 
su g g ested  In the open-ended portion of the survey that "It would be 
a  good idea [for the school] to send  out surveys from time to time 
and  get paren ts ' input on different ideas. This sort of ties in with 
PTA but there  n eed s  to be more parent involvement.” Another parent 
suggested , “More information needs to be distributed to paren ts 
about what is happening in our schools. Parents need  to be aw are of 
w hat is going on. For example: what services are  and are  not 
available to a  special child, such a s  special program s; more 
com m unication in general betw een school and parent; frequent
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paren t/teacher comm unication; and  school and tea ch e rs  giving 
paren ts an  opportunity to get involved in ail areas."
it is recom m ended that all schools develop written policies 
tha t clearly define the types of involvem ent actually available to 
paren ts and  that these  written policies be included in school 
handbooks and posted prominently in announcem ent a re a s  m ost 
likely se en  by parents. In this regard, one parent recom m ended in 
the com m ent section of the survey that a  school bulletin board  be 
devoted to announcem ents and new s for parents.
It is recom m ended that all schools provide a  welcoming 
a tm osphere  that is conducive to paren t involvement; public 
relations training for all school personnel that in terac ts with the 
public, including sec re ta rie s , teach e rs , principal, custodial staff, 
lunch workers, and  instructional aids, should be provided.
It is recom m ended that during the p ro cess  of establishing a  
plan for moving from a  centralized to a  sh a red  decision-m aking 
structure, all schools provide for a  regular and  system atic  parenting 
education program . This program should ad d re ss  all levels of 
parenting and child developm ent. The program  should include 
educating p aren ts  for effective decision making with and for their 
children and  the developm ent of a  parenting skills curriculum for 
paren ts with children in school in kindergarten through grade 12.
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It is recom m ended that the school system  develop a  policy 
position that is supportive of shared  decision making and  that 
redefines the  central office adm inistrative and  supervisory  roles a s  
well a s  defines the range of school-level decision-m aking authority.
It is recom m ended that further study be m ade of p a ren ts’ 
percep tions of the  actual and the ideal role of the central office in 
the m anagem ent of schools. Many parents com m ented about the
central office; one even noted the need  to ad d ress  paren ts ' 
perceptions of the central office: “One factor not considered  in this 
survey is the role of Central Office. It is hard for paren ts to 
distinguish what policies are  m ade a t Central Office and what 
com es from the principal a t each  school.”
Summary
P aren ts surveyed not only w anted increased  involvement and 
decision making for them selves in their children 's schoo ls, but they 
also  w anted increased  decision making for the teach e rs  and 
principals a t the  school level. It is the  responsibility of the  schools 
and  school sy s tem s to increase the opportunities for shared  
decision making.
CHAPTER 6
Observations, Findings, and Conclusions of Parallel Studies
Introduction
T hree parallel studies w ere conducted sim ultaneously a s  part 
of a  com prehensive research  project undertaken to identify 
perceptions of decision making within the entire school community. 
P aren ts ' perceptions of involvement in school decision making w ere 
exam ined In this study, teach e r 's  perceptions of involvem ent in 
school decision making were exam ined in another, and principals’ 
perceptions of involvement in school decision making were 
exam ined In the third. The findings, conclusions, implications, and 
recom m endations compiled from all th ree  stud ies a re  p resen ted  in 
this chapter.
In o rder to insure a  statistically correct compilation of the 
da ta , portions of the three parallel s tud ies w ere com pleted using 
similar procedures. Nine hypotheses were tes ted  in each  of the 
studies. Although each  study m easured  a  different target 
population’s  perceptions, hypo theses w ere worded similarly and 
w ere analyzed with the sam e statistical test. The questionnaires 
u sed  In the  three stud ies were tes ted  for validity through the sam e
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pilot study. All questionnaires used  the sam e format and su b sca les  
with only minor differences in term inology deem ed  more 
appropriate for each  group of respondents.
Population sam ples for each  study w ere drawn from the 
elem entary  schools in the First T en n essee  Region of the T en n essee  
S ta te  D epartm ent of Education. This allowed each  of the 
re sea rch e rs  to generalize findings to educational com m unities in 
the sam e geographical region.
General Observations
Information about the p rocess of gathering the data , the 
responden ts to the surveys, and the school settings that provided 
the  basis for the survey resp o n ses provides a  foundation for the 
findings, conclusions, and implications of th e se  stud ies .
Personal visits to the principals of the 125 schools of th ese  
s tud ies were m ade for the purpose of planning the distribution of 
the  questionnaires to the sam ple sub jects of the  target populations. 
The te a m 's  primary objective in personally contacting school 
principals and  o ther targeted  populations w as to gain their 
cooperation in getting a s  com plete a  response  a s  possible from the 
sam ple. Since each  of the team  m em bers had several years ' 
experience a s  elem entary school principals, each  w as aw are that
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the  principals would have a  great impact on the su c c e ss  of reaching 
the  individuals who were se lec ted  for the sam ple.
The approxim ately 42 school visits of each  team  m em ber to 
deliver surveys, however, eventually offered more than the 
opportunity to solicit cooperation. They offered adventure and 
professional stimulation a s  well, and  am ong the  findings w ere 
observations m ade during the  distribution of the questionnaires. 
Traveling to schools well before daylight in order to arrive before 
the busy principal started  his/her day  and stopping at small s to res  
for directions becam e the norm for the research  team . Navigating 
both rem ote country roads and busy city s tree ts  provided 
challenges in locating the target schools. The task  of gaining 
cooperation for the project w as com pounded by the large num ber of 
school-related  research  stud ies being conducted in the  schools at 
the time, and  the researchers were apprehensive a s  they prepared to 
m eet the key Individuals who could impact the strength  of the 
return of the  surveys. After sharing the stories of the road, the 
team  m em bers realized their fears had been  unw arranted. Even 
principals overw helm ed with o ther req u ests  to participate In 
research  a s  well a s  their routine duties w ere willing to help in any 
way possible with the conduct of the research . In alm ost every 
school, the principal met the team  m em ber with a  sm ile and an open
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mind. Many took time from supervising lunchrooms, doing 
paperwork, visiting classroom s, and even, in som e c a se s , the 
responsibilities of teaching  to m eet with the team  m em bers to 
exam ine the survey packets and  clarify details. In all c a s e s  the 
w illingness of the principal and  the  office staff to g ree t the 
strangers with a  smile w as appreciated. It w as c lear why m any of 
the paren ts took the time in their surveys to write w ords of praise 
about their school, its teachers, and  especially  the principal.
The visits were not without a hum orous side also. O ne team  
m em ber reported, for exam ple, an incident in which a  tiny, blond­
headed  kindergarten boy cam e to his rescue  a s  he looked through the 
school halls for the office. The boy, noticing his confusion, grabbed  
his finger and  led him to the office announcing to all those  inside in 
what seem ed  like an  excessively loud voice (at least for the 
em barrassed  researcher), 1  found this man wandering around In the 
hall; 1 think h e 's  lost, and he looks like som ebody needs to help him.”
Although the schools had common characteristics, som e had a 
g rea t m any advan tages that o thers did not. But through the visits, 
w hether the school w as a  seventy  year old building still h ea ted  by 
coal or a  m odern structure with all the  m odern conveniences 
available, the researchers discovered that every school w as a  proud 
cen te r of active learning for its community, using w hatever
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reso u rces were available to it to build a  strong educational program  
for children.
Although the  research  team  m em bers knew that the  rem aining 
task  involved long hours of analysis of the d a ta  in order to detail 
the  actual and ideal levels of decision-m aking involvem ent of the 
paren ts, teachers , and principals of th ese  schools, they ag reed  that 
the visits to deliver questionnaires and solicit help provided a 
positive inception to the project. P erhaps just a s  importantly, the 
visits a lso  provided each  research er with a refreshed realization of 
the individuality of the school populations to be studied.
Comprehensive Hypotheses Analysis
H ypothesis 1
P aren ts , teach e rs , and  principals reported  a  significant 
difference betw een their perceptions of the actual and  ideal levels 
of teach e rs ' involvement with regard to the budgetary p rocess . Each 
null hypo thesis s ta te d  that no significant difference existed  
betw een the sam ple group 's perceptions of the actual and  ideal 
am ounts of involvement of teach e rs  in the budgetary p rocess. 
Principals, teach e rs , and  p aren ts  rejected th is null hypothesis.
The Wilcoxon M atched Palrs-Signed Ranked T est w as used  to 
analyze the d a ta  for this hypothesis. The study of principals'
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perceptions revealed a  2 . statistic  of -6.044. T he study of tea ch e rs ' 
perceptions revealed a  2, statistic  of -14.5066. The study of 
p a ren ts ' perceptions revealed a  2. statistic  of -10.4974. All th ree  2. 
sta tistics w ere significant a t well beyond the .05 level. The 
stud ies strongly indicated that principals, teach e rs , and  p aren ts  
felt teach e rs  should be more involved in the budgetary p rocess in 
e lem en tary  schoo ls.
The n, m ean ranks, z> and level of significance for each  sa m p le  
group a re  show n in T able  11. P ositive  m ean ranks in d ic a te  
indiv idual re s p o n se s  w hich ra te d  "should  o c c u r” h igher th a n  
" p re se n tly  o c c u r .” N egative  m ean  ran k s  in d ic a te  in d iv id u a l 
re sp o n se s  which rated  "presently occur” higher than "should occur.” 
Table 11
n. M ean Ranks, z. and  Levels of Significance Betw een Principals'. 
T eachers ', and  P aren ts^P ercep tions of T each e rs’ Actual and  Ideal 
Levels of Involvement In Budgetary Decisions in E lem entary Schools
Mean Ranks
E Posit ive  Negative 2 . p
P rin c ip a ls  9 3  2 8 .3 2  13 .50  -6 .0 4 4 4  < 0.0005
T e a c h e rs  3 6 2  1 4 8 .3 4  4 5 .3 8  -1 4 .5 0 6 6  <0 .0005
P a re n ts  4 5 7  2 3 3 .1 8  117.81 -1 0 .4 9 7 4  < 0 .0005
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H ypothesis 2
P aren ts, teach e rs , and principals reported a  significant 
difference betw een their perceptions of the actual and  ideal levels 
of p a ren ts’ involvement with regard to the  budgetary p rocess. Each
null hypothesis s ta ted  th a t no significant difference ex isted  
betw een the sam ple group’s  perceptions of the actual and  ideal 
am ounts of involvement of paren ts in the budgetary p rocess. 
Principals, teach e rs , and  paren ts rejected this null hypothesis.
The Wilcoxon Matched Pairs-Signed Ranked T est w as used  to 
analyze the d a ta  for this hypothesis. The study of principals' 
perceptions revealed a  z. statistic of -7.9453. The study of 
te a c h e rs ’ perceptions revealed a  z. statistic  of -9.6215. T he study 
of p a ren ts’ perceptions revealed a  z. statistic  of -4.5864. All th ree  
Z. sta tistics w ere significant a t well beyond the .05 level. The 
s tu d ies  strongly indicated that principals, teach e rs , and  p aren ts  
felt paren ts should be more involved in the budgetary p ro cess  in 
e lem entary  schools.
The n, m ean ranks, z , and level of sign ificance for each  sa m p le  
group a re  show n in T able 12. P o sitiv e  m ean  ran k s in d ic a te  
indiv idual re s p o n se s  w hich ra ted  "shou ld  o c c u r” h ig h e r th a n  
“p re s e n tly  o c c u r .” N egative  m ean  ran k s in d ic a te  ind iv idua l 
re sp o n ses  which rated “presently  occur" higher than  “should occur.”
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Table 12
n. Mean Ranks, z. and Levels of Significance Betw een Principals*. 
T each ers’, and P a ren ts’ Perceptions of P a ren ts’ Actual and  Ideal 
Levels of Involvement in Budgetary Decisions in E lem entary Schools
n
Mean Ranks 
P o s itiv e  N egative £ a
P r in c ip a ls 9 4 4 5 .8 7 2 0 .1 7 -7 .9 4 5 3 <0.0005
T e a c h e rs 351 169 .88 1 0 2 .9 9 -9 ,6 2 1 5 <0.0005
P a re n ts 4 6 0 2 3 0 .4 7 179.41 -4 .5 8 6 4 <0.0005
H ypothesis_3
P aren ts , tea ch e rs , and  principals reported a  significant 
difference betw een their perceptions of the  actual and  ideal levels 
of principals’ involvem ent with regard to the budgetary p rocess . 
Each null hypothesis s ta ted  that no significant difference existed  
betw een the sam ple group 's perceptions of the actual and  ideal 
am ounts of involvement of principals in the budgetary p rocess. 
Principals, teach e rs , and  paren ts rejected  this null hypothesis.
The Wilcoxon Matched Pairs-Signed Ranked T est w as used  to 
analyze the  data  for this hypothesis. The study of principals’ 
perceptions revealed a  z. statistic of -8.4482. The study of 
tea ch e rs’ perceptions revealed a  z. statistic  of -14.3987. The study 
of p a ren ts’ perceptions revealed a  z. statistic  of -17.5420. All th ree
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S. sta tistics w ere significant at well beyond the .05 level. The 
stud ies  strongly indicated that principals, teach e rs , and  paren ts 
felt principals should be more involved in the budgetary p ro cess  in 
e lem entary  schools.
The i l  m ean ranks, z ,  and  level of significance for each  sam ple 
group are  shown in Table 13. Positive m ean ranks indicate 
individual re sp o n se s  which rated "should occur" higher than 
"presently occur." Negative m ean ranks indicate individual 
re sp o n ses  which rated "presently occur" higher than "should occur.” 
Table 13
m  ■ unrrtM —l in i  i t i y i  f  i y i t  i t t  a
T each ers’, and P aren ts ' Perceptions of Princ Dais’ Actual and  Ideal
Levels of Involvement in Budaetary Decisions in Elem entarv Schools
a
Mean Ranks 
P o s itiv e  N egative z. a
P rin c ip a ls
T ea ch e rs
P a re n ts
9 5
3 4 7
4 6 4
4 8 .4 7
1 7 8 .3 2
2 3 5 .3 5
4 .0 0  -8 .4 4 8 2  
9 2 .5 5  -1 4 .3 9 8 7  
9 5 .3 9  -1 7 .5 4 2 0
<0.0005
< 0.0005
< 0.0005
Hypothesis 4
P aren ts, teach e rs , and  principals reported  a  significant 
difference betw een their perceptions of the  actual and ideal levels 
of teach e rs ' involvement with regard to personnel decisions. Each
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null hypothesis s ta te d  that no significant difference ex isted  
betw een the sam ple group 's perceptions of the actual and  ideal 
am ounts of involvement of teach e rs  in personnel decisions.
Principals, teach e rs , and  paren ts rejected this null hypothesis.
The Wilcoxon Matched Pairs-Signed Ranked T est w as used  to 
analyze the  data  for this hypothesis. The study of principals’ 
perceptions revealed a  z  statistic of -8.2385. The study of 
teach e rs ' perceptions revealed a  z. statistic  of -15.7508. The study 
of pa ren ts ' perceptions revealed a  z. sta tistic  of -16 .8146. All th ree  
Z sta tistics were significant at well beyond the  .05 level. The 
s tud ies  strongly indicated that principals, teach e rs , and  paren ts  
felt teach e rs  should be more involved in the  personnel decisions in 
e lem en tary  schoo ls.
The n, m ean ranks, z . and  level of significance for each  sam ple  
group are  shown In Table 14. Positive m ean ranks indicate 
individual re sp o n se s  which rated "should occur" higher than 
"presently occur.” Negative m ean ranks indicate individual 
re sp o n se s  which rated "presently occur" higher than  "should occur."
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Table 14
m — ITIVWH 1 1
T each e rs’.
fct WHM Wl ....................................... f i n t V I ^ W V  t
j in d  P aren ts’ Perceptions of T eachers’ A c tu aL an d Jd ea l
Levels of Involvement in Personnel Decisions n Elem entary Schools
n
Mean Ranks 
P o s itiv e  N egative  z. P
P rin c ip a ls
T e a c h e rs
P a re n ts
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3 5 0
4 4 4
4 5 .5 0
170 .83
200.31
0 0 .0 0  -8 .2 3 8 5  
4 0 .2 5  -1 5 .7 5 0 8  
5 9 .7 9  -1 6 .8 1 4 6
< 0.0005
< 0.0005
< 0.0005
H ypothesis 5
P aren ts, teach e rs , and principals reported a  significant 
difference betw een the actual and ideal levels of p a ren ts’ 
involvem ent with regard to personnel decisions. Each null 
hypothesis s ta te d  that no significant difference ex isted  betw een  
the sam ple g roup 's perceptions of the actual and ideal am ounts of 
involvem ent of paren ts in personnel decisions. Principals, teach e rs , 
and  p aren ts  rejected this null hypothesis.
The Wilcoxon Matched Pairs-Signed Ranked T est w as used  to 
analyze the d a ta  for this hypothesis. The study of principals' 
perceptions revealed a  z. statistic of -8.0939. The study of 
te a c h e rs ’ perceptions revealed a  z. statistic  of -12,7871. T he study 
of paren ts ' perceptions revealed a  z. statistic  of -17.6133. All th ree
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Z. sta tistics were significant a t well beyond the .05 level. The 
s tu d ies  strongly indicated that principals, teach e rs , and  paren ts  
felt paren ts should be more involved in the personnel decisions in 
e lem en tary  schools.
The n. m ean ranks, z, and level of significance for each  sam p le  
group a re  show n in T able 15. P ositive  m ean  ran k s in d ic a te  
ind iv idual re s p o n se s  w hich ra te d  “sh o u ld  o c cu r” h ig h er th an  
“p re s e n tly  o c c u r .” N egative  m ean  ran k s  in d ic a te  ind iv idua l 
re sp o n se s  which rated “presently occur” higher than “should occur." 
Table 15
n. M ean Ranks, z. and Levels of Significance Between Principals’.it* it.vv+h___i iwunvi_»tt_WMVt > v t v v  v i ^ i m i y w i v v y v i T t v v i i t i
T each e rs’, and P aren ts ' PerceDtions of P aren ts’ Actual and Ideal
Levels, of Involvement n Personne Decisions in E lem entarv Schools
n
Mean Ranks 
P o s itiv e  N egative z a
P rin c ip a ls
T ea ch e rs
P a re n ts
9 3
3 5 0
4 6 4
4 7 .0 2
146 .63
2 1 3 .4 2
16 .00  -8 .0 9 3 9  
8 8 .02  -1 2 .7 8 7 1  
7 8 .42  -1 7 .6 1 3 3
<0.0005
<0.0005
<0.0005
H ypothesis 6
P aren ts , teach e rs , and  principals reported a  significant 
difference betw een their perceptions of the actual and  ideal levels 
of principals’ involvement with regard to personnel decisions. Each
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null hypothesis s ta ted  that no significant difference existed  
betw een the sam ple group 's perceptions of the actual and  Ideal 
am ounts of involvement of principals in personnel decisions. 
Principals, teach e rs , and  paren ts rejected  this null hypothesis.
The Wilcoxon Matched Pairs-Signed Ranked T est w as used  to 
analyze the  data  for this hypothesis. The study of principals' 
perceptions revealed a  z. statistic  of -5.5137. The study of 
teach e rs ' perceptions revealed a  z. statistic of -6.3990. T he study 
of paren ts ' perceptions revealed a  z. statistic  of -5.5594. All th ree  
Z. sta tistics w ere significant at well beyond the .05 level. The 
s tu d ies  strongly indicated tha t principals, tea ch e rs , and  p aren ts  
felt principals should be m ore involved in the personnel decisions in 
e lem en tary  schools.
The cl m ean ranks, z , and level of significance for each  sa m p le  
group  a re  show n in T able  16. P ositive  m ean  ran k s  in d ic a te  
indiv idual re sp o n se s  w hich ra ted  “sh o u ld  o c c u r” h ig h e r th an  
“p re s e n tly  o ccu r."  N egative  m ean  ran k s  in d ic a te  ind iv idua l 
re sp o n ses  which rated “presently occur" higher than “should occur.”
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Table 16
n. Mean Ranks, z. and Le_vels_of_Sian1flcance Betw een Principals’. 
T each e rs ,._and_Parents* Perceptions of Principals' Actual and Ideal 
Levels of Involvement fn_Budgetary_Pec1sions in Elem entary Schools
a
Mean Ranks 
P o s itiv e  N egative £ R
P rin c ip a ls 9 4 4 2 .0 2 2 8 .9 0 -5 .5 1 3 7 < 0.0005
T ea ch e rs 3 4 7 152.41 1 1 6 .9 4 -6 .3 9 9 0 <0.0005
P a re n ts 4 4 3 21 9 .9 8 195.91 -5 .5 5 9 4 < 0.0005
H ypothesis 7
Paren ts, teach e rs , and  principals reported a  significant 
difference betw een their perceptions of the actual and  Ideal levels 
of teach e rs ' involvement with regard to curricular decisions. Each 
null hypothesis s ta te d  that no significant difference ex isted  
betw een the  sam ple group 's perceptions of the actual and  ideal 
am ounts of involvement of teach e rs  in curricular decisions. 
Principals, teach e rs , and  paren ts rejected  this null hypothesis.
The Wilcoxon Matched Pairs-Signed Ranked T est w as used  to 
analyze the  data  for this hypothesis. The study of principals' 
perceptions revealed a  z. statistic of -6.2796. The study of 
teach e rs ' perceptions revealed a z. statistic  of -15.3785. The study 
of pa ren ts ' perceptions revealed a  z statistic of -14.6642. All th ree
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Z. sta tistics were significant at well beyond the .05 level. The 
stud ies strongly indicated that principals, teach e rs , and  p a ren ts  
felt teach e rs  should be more involved in the curricular decisions in 
e lem entary  schools.
The m ean ranks, and  level of significance for each  sam ple 
group are  shown in Table 17. Positive m ean ranks indicate 
individual re sp o n se s  which rated "should occur" higher than  
"presently occur." Negative m ean ranks indicate individual 
re sp o n se s  which rated "presently occur" higher than  "should occur." 
Table 17
n. M aan_Ranks. z. and Levels of Significance Between Principals'. 
T eachers ', and Parents* Perceptions of T eachers ' Actual and  Ideal 
Levels of Involvement in Curriculum D ecisions in E lem entary 
S choo ls
Mean Ranks
H P o s itiv e  N egative z. £
P r in c ip a ls  91 3 2 .9 8  2 5 .2 5  -6 .2 7 9 6  < 0.0005
T e a c h e rs  3 5 6  1 6 7 .9 2  3 4 .7 5  -1 5 .3 7 8 5  < 0.0005
P a re n ts  4 5 9  2 0 6 .5 2  127.51 -1 4 .6 6 4 2  < 0.0005
H ypothesis 8
P aren ts , teach e rs , and  principals reported a  significant 
difference betw een their perceptions of the actual and  Idea] levels 
of pa ren ts ' involvement with regard to curricular decisions. Each
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null hypothesis s ta te d  that no significant difference ex isted  
betw een the  sam ple group 's perceptions of the actual and  ideal 
am ounts of involvement of paren ts in personnel decisions.
Principals, teach e rs , and paren ts rejected this null hypothesis.
The Wilcoxon Matched Pairs-Signed Ranked T est w as used  to 
analyze the d a ta  for this hypothesis. The study of principals’ 
perceptions revealed a  z  statistic  of -6.2796. The study of 
te a ch e rs ' perceptions revealed a  z. statistic  of -15.3785. The study 
of pa ren ts ' perceptions revealed a  z. sta tistic  of -14 .6642. All th ree  
Z. statistic  w ere significant at well beyond the  .05 level. The 
stu d ies  strongly indicated th a t principals, teach e rs , and  paren ts  
felt paren ts should be m ore involved in the  personnel decisions in 
e lem entary  schools.
The n, m ean ranks, z, and level of significance for each  sam ple 
group are  shown in Table 18. Positive m ean ranks indicate 
individual re sp o n se s  which rated "should occur” higher than 
"presently occur.” Negative m ean ranks indicate individual 
re sp o n se s  which rated "presently occur” higher than "should occur.”
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Table 18
U J ___ITT Y t TT T___1 m i i M Y l  f l l  V t l T Y .
T each ers’, and Parents
V T VI V _V  l _ V  1 1 n  1 VWI 1V V ^ V I H V V H  f L
Perceotions of P a ren ts’ Actual and Ideal
Levels of Involvement in C urrcu lar Decisions in E lem entary Schools
11
Mean Ranks 
P o s itiv e  N egative z.
P r in c ip a ls
T e a c h e rs
P a re n ts
9 3
3 5 9
471
4 7 .0 0
1 5 0 .9 0
2 3 6 .6 3
0 0 .0 0  -6 .2 7 9 6  
87.51 -1 5 .3 7 8 5  
8 4 .0 0  -1 8 .6 2 2 0
<0.0005
<0.0005
<0.0005
Hyp.Q.thssis-9.
P aren ts , teach e rs , and principals reported a  significant 
difference betw een their perceptions of the actual and  ideal levels 
of principals' involvement with regard to curricular decisions, Each 
null hypothesis s ta te d  that no significant difference existed 
betw een the sam ple group’s  perceptions of the  actual and  ideal 
am ounts of involvement of principals In personnel decisions. 
Principals, teach e rs , and  paren ts rejected  this null hypothesis.
The Wiicoxon M atched Pairs-Signed Ranked T est w as used  to 
analyze the d a ta  for this hypothesis. The study of principals' 
perceptions revealed a  2. statistic  of -8.2385. The study of 
teach e rs ' perceptions revealed a  2. sta tistic  of -15.9896. The study 
of p a ren ts’ perceptions revealed a  z. statistic  of -11.8554. All th ree
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2. sta tistics were significant at well beyond the .05 level. The 
s tu d ies  strongly indicated that principals, teach e rs , and  paren ts 
felt principals should be more involved in the personnel decisions in 
e lem entary  schools.
The n, m ean ranks, z ,  and level of significance for each  sam ple 
group are  shown in Table 19. Positive m ean ranks indicate 
individual re sp o n ses  which rated “should occur” higher than 
"presently occur.” Negative m ean ranks indicate individual 
re sp o n ses  which rated  “presently occur" higher than  "should occur.” 
Table 19
IH I f l V M I I - l  1WIMWI WMM N
T eachers ', and P a ren ts’
Vl W I M i m i V W I V V  MWtTFVVI.  1 I I . IVI^WIM 1
Perceptions of Principals’ Actual and  Ideal
Levels of Involvement in Curricular Decisions in E lem entary S c h o o s
n
Mean Ranks 
P o s itiv e  N egative z. R
P rin c ip a ls
T ea ch e rs
P a re n ts
91
3 5 4
4 6 4
4 5 .50
1 7 8 .8 9
2 0 3 .6 2
0 0 .0 0  -8 .2 3 8 5  
47.11 -1 5 .9 8 9 6  
1 2 8 .2 4  -1 1 .8 5 5 4
<0.0005
<0.0005
<0.0005
Summary
R esults were consistent in each  a re a  exam ined in th ese  
parallel stud ies. Principals, teachers, and  paren ts of elem entary  
school studen ts w anted to be m ore actively involved in the
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decision-m aking process. Each group also  w anted more involvement 
from m em bers of the other groups. T hese  results strongly indicated 
that principals, paren ts, and  teach ers  preferred m ore stakeho lder 
Involvement In decisions which affect the local school, and  that 
sh a red  decision making w as perceived by principals, teach e rs , and 
paren ts  a s  their viable opportunity for meaningful involvem ent In 
decisions m ade at the local school setting.
C onclu sion s
Although all groups want additional involvem ent in decision 
making, training and  preparation m ust be provided for all 
s takeho lders prior to the implementation of any shared  
decision-m aking project. To increase  the  probability of su c c e ss , 
the  roles and responsibilities of all participants m ust a lso  be 
defined. The principal m ust em erge a s  the key individual in the 
im plem entation of th ese  projects, with su c c e ss  or failure often 
dependen t on the principal's leadership. Support in the 
adm inistrative levels above the principalship is a lso  critical. 
Form alization of shared-declslon policies should be developed and  
approved by the  boards of education prior to implementation. O nce 
sh a red  decision-m aking projects a re  successfully  in place, 
stakeho lders report an increased  level of accountability a t the  local
133
school setting. Such accountability is a  positive im petus to 
im provem ent of schools in their mission of educating the  nation 's 
youth.
R ecom m endations
The following recom m endations are  b ased  upon the  findings 
and conclusions of the three parallel studies. Essential to and 
underlying all recom m endations is planning; a ttem pts to estab lish  
sh a red  decision-m aking m odels m ust be well-planned in order to 
accom m odate the developm ent of realistic guidelines tha t provide 
not only for thoroughness in initiation of plans, but a lso  for 
thoroughness in the evaluation and revision of plans. Only such 
planning can  a ssu re  optimum opportunities for su c ce ss .
Federal and  s ta te  regu la tions should be  m odified to  inc lude  
opportunities for local school se lf-governance.
The T en n essee  S ta te  Departm ent of Education should establish  
pilot s ite s  a c ro ss  the  s ta te  to initiate and validate sh a red  decision­
making m odels. Intensive support of th e se  s ites  with all available 
resources should be provided. Evaluation m odels should be  developed 
in order to carefully a s s e s s  the su c c e ss  of the im plem entation a t 
the  sites .
The autonom y and authority to m ake decisions regarding
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budget, curriculum, and personnel should reside with teachers , 
principals, and  paren ts in the local school community. G uidelines 
for the extent of th is decision-m aking authority should be  defined in 
e ach  school district w here shared  decision-m aking m odels a re  to be 
im p lem en ted .
T he p ro cess , including guidelines, fram ew orks, realistic 
tim elines, and  training program s for the im plem entation of the 
shared  decision making, should be estab lished  in the local school 
sy s te m .
The T en n e sse e  D epartm ent of Education should initiate 
training se ss io n s  for principals, teachers , and  p aren ts  in terested  in 
im plem enting sh a red  decision-m aking projects.
The S ta te  Board of Education, the T en n essee  S ta te  D epartm ent 
of Education, local school boards, superin tendents, and  central 
office staff should be comm itted to the projects and  supportive of 
the  local school efforts. If necessary , job roles and  responsibilities 
should be  realigned a t every level within the s ta te  to modify the 
decision-m aking p rocess so  that it accom m odates sh a red  decision 
m aking.
The elem entary schools in the First T en n e sse e  Region of the 
T en n e sse e  S ta te  D epartm ent of Education should have the 
opportunity to im plem ent sh a red  decision-m aking projects.
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Local school boards of the First T en n essee  Region of the 
T en n e sse e  S ta te  D epartm ent of Education should estab lish  policies 
th a t allow schools to operate  self-governing shared  
decision-m aking m odels within broad param eters of operation.
Local school system s of the First T en n essee  Region of the 
T en n e sse e  S ta te  D epartm ent of Education should be restructured in 
o rder to redefine roles and responsibilities for central office and  
local school personnel In light of a  changing decision-m aking 
s t ru c tu re .
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A S tudy  of Involvem ent In E lem en tary  S c h o o ls
Dear Parent:
You have been Identified by your school's principal as  a  parent who Is Involved in 
many aspects of your school and your child's education and who therefore has a  general 
knowledge of the school's operation. Please take a  few moments to complete the attached 
survey. After completing the demographic sheet* please respond frankly to the 6 0 
survey statements indicating the level of involvement that you believe presently exists 
In regard to each statement made and the level of Involvement that you feel should exist 
In regard to the sam e statement. When finished, seal the completed survey Inside the 
addressed, stamped envelope, then return the sealed envelope to your school's principal 
or mall It directly back to me. Your responses to all Items on the survey will rem ain 
totally confidential.
D ire c tio n s :
Read each statem ent carefully and respond to each scale independently. Using the 
scale, Indicate the level of present involvement you believe to exist and the level of 
Involvement you believe Is necessary (or should exist) to make good decisions fo r 
children In regard to each statement:
1 - No Involvem ent
2 • L ittle  Invo lvem en t
3 - S om e Involvem ent
4 • Much Invo lvem ent
5 • T otal Invo lvem en t (M akes D ecis io n )
Youwill notice that there is not a n “/ don't know* Item on the scale. Remember 
that this Is a  survey of your understandings and beliefs In regard to how decisions are 
made, As you respond to each statem ent, use y o u r  p e r s o n a l  k n o w le d g e  o  r 
p e r s o n a l  b e l i e f s  as to the p resen t levels of involvement and the levels of 
Involvement that you feel should be present as  it relates to the described decision.
Please know that your time and effort in completing this survey Is very much 
appreciated and that the results will be a  valuable source In helping educators to .
determine parent perceptions of decision-making Involvement in elementary schools as
well as what levels of involvement should be present In future decision-making.
Sincerely,
John R. Clark, Jr.
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E lem entary  Schools  In vo lvem en t S tu d y  
About the person completing this survey,
1. Male  Female______
2. Number of children in this elementary school_____
3. Family Status:
Guardian  Foster Parent  Two Parent Home  Single Parent
Other(Speclfy)______________________
4. Race:
Hispanic  American Indian  Black____
Caucasian  Othor(Specity)__________
5. Educational Level
Lesa than High School High School Graduata/GED Some College____________
College Degree Advanced College Degree Other(Speclfy)
6. Family Income
Less than 10,000___ 10,000-19,999_______  20,000-29,999____
30,000-39,999_____  40,000-49,999_______  50,000+_________
7. Age
Less than 20____  20-29______  30-39______  40-49______
50-59______  60-69_______
6. Ways you have served your school:
Regular Volunteer Room Parent Member of School Decision Making Team______
Parent Organization (PTA.PTO, other) Member____
Parent Organization (PTA.PTO, other) Officer_____
Other (Please Specify)________
9. Has your school or another school your child has attended provided:
Parent Volunteer Training  Other Training (Please Specify)_______
Training for Parents Who Are Involved In Decision Making___
Elementary School Involvement Survey
Please rate the level of Involvement 1 • No Involvement
that vou believe actually occurs at the 2 - Ltttla Involvement ■
p resent tim e and also the level you 3 • Some Involvement
believe should occur using the scale: 4 • Much Involvement
5 ■ Total Involvement (Makes Decision)
Circle the number that represents the
the level of Involvement that the: P r e s e n t ly  O c c u rs  Should  O c c u r
1. Principal has In the selection of teachers 5 4 3 2 1  5 4 3 2 1
2 . Teachers have In determining grading policies.................. 5 4 3 2 1  5 4 3 2 1
3 . Parents have In the selection of custodians...................... 5 4 3 2 1  5 4 3 2 1
4 . Teachers have In the purchase of classroom equipment, 5 4 3 2 1  5 4 3 2 1
5. Parents have In evaluating teacher aldeB...........................5 4 3 2 1  5 4 3 2 1
6. Principal has In determining what skills are
taught in the classroom.......................................... ............... 5 4 3 2  1 5 4 3 2  1
7. Teachers have In setting promotion and retention
policies......................................................................................... 5 4 3 2 1  5 4 3 2 1
8 . Parents have In determining how funds are raised  5 4 3 2 1  5 4 3 2 1
9 . Principal has In determining what Is purchased
for classroom Instruction In the sch o o l.......................... 5 4 3 2 1  5 4 3 2 1
10. Parents have In the evaluation of the principal's
performance............................................................................... 5 4 3 2  1 5 4 3 2  1
11. Teachers have in how students are assigned to their
the classroom............................................................................  5 4 3 2  1 5 4 3 2 1
12. Teachers have In the selection of new teachers  5 4 3 2 1  5 4 3 2 1
13. Principal has In determining how teachers teach
in their classrooms.................................................................  5 4 3 2  1 5 4 3 2  1
14. Parents have In the evaluation of teachers1
p erfo rm an ce .......................................................................... 5 4 3 2  1 5 4 3 2  1
15. Teachers have In the evaluation of custodians  5 4 3 2 1  5 4 3 2 1
16. Principal has in determining how money
from fundraisers will be spent...........................................  5 4 3 2 1  5 4 3 2 1
17. Parents have In determining what is purchased
for classrooms.........................................................................  5 4 3 2 1  5 4 3 2  1
18. Principal has in evaluating teacher aides.........................  5 4 3 2 1  5 4 3 2 1
19. Teachers have In determining the skills taught
In their classrooms...............................................................  5 4 3 2  1 5 4 3 2  1
2 0 . Parents have In setting homework policies
and guidelines...........................................................................  5 4 3 2 1  5 4 3 2 1
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Elementary School Involvement Survey
Please rate the level of Involvement 1 * No Involvement
that vou believe actually occurs at the 2 - Little Involvement
oreaant time and also the level you 3 ■ Some Involvement
believe should occur using the scale: 4 - Much Involvement
5 • Total Involvement (Makes Decision)
Circle the number that represents the
the level of Involvement that the: P resen tly  O ccurs Should Occur
21. Parents have In determining grading policies.....................5 4 3 2 1  5 4 3 2 1
22. Principal has In the selection of teacher aides..................  5 4 3 2 1  5 4 3 2 1
2 3 . Parents have In determining how students are
assigned to classrooms..........................................................  5 4 3 2 1  5 4 3 2 1
2 4 . Teachers have In evaluating teacher a ides .......................  5 4 3 2 1  5 4 3 2 1
2 5 . Parents have in selecting the materials
purchased for classrooms........................................................5 4 3 2  1 5 4 3 2  1
2 6 . Principal has In the evaluation of teachers..........................5 4 3 2 1  5 4 3 2 1
27. Parents have in the selection of teacher aides  5 4 3 2 1  5 4 3 2 1
28. Teachers have In determining how funds are raised.. .  5 4 3 2 1  5 4 3 2 1
29. Teachers have In the evaluation of principal
performance..............................................................................  5 4  3 2  1 5 4 3 2  1
30. Parents have In determining the teaching techniques
usad In the classroom. .................................  5 4 3 2 1  5 4 3 2 1
3 1 . Principal has In setting homework policies and
guidelines.................................................................................... 5 4 3 2 1  5 4 3 2 1
32. Parents have In the selection of teachers.......................... 5 4 3 2 1  5 4 3 2 1
33. Principal has in the purchase of instructional
equipment.................................................................................... 5 4 3 2  1 5 4 3 2  1
34. Teachers have In the evaluation of other teachers 5 4 3 2 1  5 4 3 2 1
3 5 . Principal has In the setting of promotion and
retention policies....................................................................  5 4 3 2  1 5 4 3 2  1
3 6 . Parents have in the evaluation of custodians..................  5 4 3 2 1  5 4 3 2 1
3 7 . Teachers have In the selection of teacher aides................ 5 4 3 2 1  5 4 3 2 1
38. Parents have in determining how money from
fundraisers Is spent................................................................ 5 4 3 2 1  5 4 3 2 1
39. Principal has in determining how funds are raised  5 4 3 2 1  5 4 3 2 1
4 0 . Teachers have In setting homework policies.....................5 4 3 2 1  5 4 3 2 1
4 1 . Principal has In the selection of custodians....................  5 4 3 2 1  5 4 3 2 1
4 2 . Parents have In the selection of textbooks ..................  5 4 3 2 1  5 4 3 2 1
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Elementary School Involvement Survey
Please rate the level of Involvement 1 - No Involvement
that vou believe actually occurs at the 2 - Little Involvement
oreeent time and also the level you 3 • Some Involvement
believe should occur using the scale: 4 • Much Involvement
5 - Total Involvement (Makes Decision)
Circle the number that represents the
the level of Involvement that the: P resen tly  O ccurs Should Occur
4 3 . Principal has In determining grading polic ies   S 4 3 2 1  5 4 3 2 1
4 4 . Principal has In the selection of student furniture . . .  5 4 3 2 1  5 4 3 2 1
4 5 . Teachers have In determining how they teach In
their classrooms..................................................................... 5 4 3 2  1 5 4 3 2 1
46. Parents have In setting promotion and retention
policies......................................................................................... 5 4 3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1
4 7 . Teachers have in the selection of textbooks  5 4 3 2 1  5 4 3 2 1
4 8 . Principal has in the purchase of classroom
teaching equipment...................................................................  5 4 3 2  1 5 4 3 2  1
4 9 . Parents have In determining what skills are taught
in the classroom ............................................................... 5 4 3 2  1 5 4 3 2  1
50. Principal has In evaluating his/her own performance.. 5 4 3 2 1  5 4 3 2 1
51. Teachers have In determining how money from
fundraisers will be spent........................................................ 5 4 3 2  1 5 4 3 2  1
5 2 . Parents have In the purchase of Instructional
equipment that Is used In the classroom............................  5 4 3 2 1  5 4 3 2 1
53. Principal has in the selection of textbooks..........................5 4 3 2 1  5 4 3 2 1
54. Teachers have In the purchase of teaching materials. . . 5 4 3 2 1  5 4 3 2 1
55. Parents have in the selection of student furniture  5 4 3 2 1  5 4 3 2 1
56. Principal has In determining how students are
assigned to classrooms................................... ...................... 5 4 3 2  1 5 4 3 2 1
57. Teachers have In the selection of custodial personnel . 5 4 3 2 1  5 4 3 2 1
5 8 . Teachers have In determining what Is purchased
for Instruction  ................................................... 5 4 3 2  1 5 4 3 2  1
59 . Teachers have In the purchase of classroom
fu rn itu re . ............................................................................... 5 4 3 2  1 5 4 3 2  1
60. Principal has In the evaluation of custodial
personnel.................................................................................... 5 4  3 2 1 5 4 3 2 1
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Please use this space to address any areas not covered by the queattonalre or to 
express your feelings In regard to parent participation In decision making at the local 
school. Thank you for your participation In thla aurvaylliit
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